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ABSTRACT 

The House Committee on Education and Labor has 
primary oversight responsibility for the Department of Education's 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) and any new 
legislation relating to that office. In 1991 the authorizing 
legislation, set forth in the General Education Provisions Act, is 
due to expire. The Subcommittee, in the process of examining this 
legislation before it expires in 1991, invites all who have a stake 
in educational research in the United States to assist in forging an 
effective national research, development, and dissemination effort. 
This report is a first step in soli'^iting input from sectors with an 
interest in educational research and development. A series of 
recommendations focuses on the need to depoliticize OERI and on its 
leadership role in bringing together agencies pertaining to education 
research, in the interim before the new legislation, initiatives are 
necessary to reach the educationally disadvantaged. Subcommittee 
hearings produced evidence that long-term planning has not been 
adequate. Examples of goals that might be included in long^-term 
planning are given. Testimony from hearings held April 20 and 21, 
1988 is summarized. A summary of eight publications relating to OERI 
is included. Appendices A and B consider specific modifications that 
might be made to OERI. (SLD) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Sixteen years ago, the Congress established a distinct federal 
office responsible for educational research and development, with 
the following mission statement: 

The Congrwi declam it to be the policy of the United SUtes to provide to every 
individuml an equal opportunity to receive an education of hi|^ quality renrdleM of 
race, color, religion, aex, age, handicap, national origin or aodal claH. Although the 
American educational eyiteDi haa punued thia objective, it haa not obtained this ob- 
jective. Inequalitiea of opportunity to receive high quality education remain pro- 
nounced. To achieve the goal of quality education requiret the continued punuit of 
knowledge about education through reaearch, improvement acUvitiea, data collec- 
tion and information diiaemination. While the direction of American education re- 
maina primarily the retponaibility of atate and local govemmenta. the Federal gov- 
ernment has a clear responsibility to provide leadership in the conduct and support 
of scientific inquiry in the educational process.' 

Reclaiming this vision for federally-sponsored educational re- 
search and development for the 1990's and beyond is the focus of 
this report. 

The House Subcommittee on Select Educa tion has primary over- 
sight reponsibility for the Department of Education's Office of Edu- 
cational Research and Improvement (OERI) as well as responsibil- 
ity for authorizing any new legislation relating to that office. In 
1991 the authorizing legislation, set forth in sections 405 and 406 of 
the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA), is due to expire.' 
The Subcommittee is examining the possibility of amending or re- 
authorizing this l^;islation earlier than scheduled, and in any case, 
will immediately develop a framework for a broad consultative 
process leading to reauthorization of OERI. 

In a nation where education is primarily a state and local re- 
sponsibility, it is imperative that the federal government be in- 
structive and supportive in its role rather than commanding and 
controlling. The optimum role for the federal government is to do 
for the states ana localities what they cannot do for themselves. 
Research, development, and dissemination are clearlv functions 
which the states and localities cannot conduct effectively for them- 
selves, and for which the federal government must bear prime re- 
sponsibility. The nature of theM functions is such that they are 
best carried out by means of an independent entity capable of gath- 
ering data from a variety of sources tor the purpose or making com- 
parisons. Meaningful research, development, and dissemination 
also require an investment above and beyond the ongoing oper- 
ational activities and budgets of state and local education agencies. 

The ffoal of the federal research, development, and dissemination 
effort mould be the establishment of a national treasure chest of 
research results, models, and materials to be conveniently placed 



■ P.L 92>818, smMMUnf Swtion 406(a) of The QMieral Bducation Act (GEPA). 
• P L 99-498. Higher Educetion Act AmendiiMnU of 1966. 
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at the disposal of the nation's educational decision-makers. In order 
.to accomplish this task, the federal research, development, and dis- 
semiration function must have the highest degree of int^ity and 
credibility. For good reason, education is a matter which arouses 
great emotions from many segments of the population. And the na- 
tional landscape if. littered with experts who claim to know what 
and how children learn. Above the plethora of "motherwit", 
common sense, ideological extiemism, and pseudo-science there 
must be established some stable and amply illuminated beacon of 
light, fueled by the best available reason, science, and scholarship. 

This national treasure chest must be made available, not only to 
Congress and the federal executive branch, but to every decision- 
maker in America. They must be able to tap into a network which 
allows them to use this vital resource. As they strive to improve 
their systems, governors and state legislators, state commissioners 
local school boards, superintendents, principals, teachers and 
parent should be able to confidently shop for ideas, models and ma- 
terials. Of all the forms of assistance that the federal government 
could possibly provide, research, development, and dissemination 
are the least expensive, the least threatening, and the most needed. 

Growing out of the Subcommittee's oversight hearings on OERI 
held on Apnl 20 and 21, 1988, this report is intended as an open 
invitation to all who have a stake in educational research in our 
nation to respond. It is conceived as an early step in a dialog which 
aims to include individuals and institutions which have not vet 
seen themselves as having a stake in the process. A final report, to 
be released prior to January 1989, will attempt to further crystal- 
lize i£»ues as a new administration prepares its education agenda. 

Public comments can greatly assist this process of forging an ef- 
fective national research, development, and dissemination effort. 
Written comments are especially welcome, and should be sent to 
the House Subcommittee on Select Education, 518 House Annex 
One, Washington, D.C. 20515. Comments .hould be directed to 
Maria Cuprill, Subcommittee Director. 

A Need for Action 

At a time when the need for solutions to long-term problems 
within the nation's schools is the focus of considerable national 
anxiety. It has become apparent that there is a critical need to de- 
vej^ solutions through meaningful educational research. 

The economic well-being of society depends on the effective edu- 
cation of all our citizens. Statistics such as the following indicate 
that there are senous failures in meeting the educational needs of 
millions of young Americans. Specifically, 
""o rr^n^f™®*^ Bureau of the Census that an average of 

children drop out of school ecch day, or 682,000 a year. In 
urban centers the rate is much higher; up to half of all stu- 
dents ontenng ninth grade fail to ffraduate.^ The costs of drop- 
ping out are staggering, both for the individual and for the so- 
ciety generally. The Committee on Economic Development 



The drop out Mtimate of 682.000 is bued upon information from the Current PoDulition 
Surrey conJucted bythe Bureau of the Ceniui fhe daily averne wm iSSainenrd^TM 
number ofdropouU between 1985 and October 1986 by m achooldaya aiviaing ine 
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(CED) estimates that each vear's class of dropouts will cost the 
nation more than $240 billion in lost earnings and foregone 
taxes over their lifetimes. CED excludes from ttds figure the 
billions for crime control, welfare and health care, and other 
social services, that this group will cost the nation.^ 

—Currently, according to CED, fewer than 50% of high school 
seniors read at levels considered adequate to carry out onlv 
moderately complex tasks, while a staggering 80% have inad- 
equate writing skills.^ 

—In the areas of math and science, our students rank near the 
bottom in international measures of achievement among devel- 
oped nations.* 

The direction taken in this report is the result of two days of 
hearings on OERI held by the Subcommittee in April. The hearings 
included the first oversight in over twenty years of the regional 
labs and centers— the miyor instrumentalities for federal educa- 
tional research and development 

What emerged from the extensive oral and written testimony of 
21 witnesses was a picture of federal educational research and de- 
velopment in disarray. The budget for OERI has diminished sub- 
stantially over the years (the General Accounting Office document- 
ed a 70% reduction— measured in constant dollars— since the 
1970's in support of research).^ Additionally, it also appears that 
the office has lost sight of its mission and purpose. 

The hearings demonstrated that there is also a great disparity 
between what many of the witnesses perceive as the most critical 
needs of the nation's schools and the research and dissemination 
agenda pursued by OERI. 

Without clear support for a research agenda that is responsive to 
American education in the 1990's, OERI is destined to be viewed as 
only mai^nally relevant to the improvement of educational prac- 
tice. This report fs published as an u 'gent first step to help build a 
consensus for change. 

Plans for AoornoNAL Hearings, Consultations, SrrE Visrra 

No one group of individuals has a monopoly on wisdom or con- 
structive and workable ideas. Therefore, as the Subcommittee pro- 
ceeds with the oversight and reauthorization process, a systematic 
effort will be made to solicit input from each of the communities 
that has a stake in an effective education R&D system. This wilt 
include, but not be limited to, consumers of education information 
such as teachers; administrators; school boards; local, state, and 
federal policymakers; parents; librarians; the military; the private 



* Tha Committoa on Economic Davalopment. Childrtn in Need, Inveetment Stralegiee for the 
Edueattonally Duadvantageti 3» 1987 Sbe alao McDill Pallaa, in Our Lifetime: Schooting and 
the Dieadvanlaged, Papar prepared for tha Committae on Economic Davetopment. September 
1987, 86. 

* Children in Need, 3 Sea alao National AflMaament of Educational Proareye. "Literacy Pro- 
filaa of Amarica'a Younc Adulta,** Educational Taatinfl Service, Princeton. N J . 1986. 

* International Aaeociation for tha Evaluation of educational Achievement. Science Achieve- 
ment in Seventeen iJountrm, A Preliminary Report, 1988 and The Underachieving Cumculum. 
Aeeeeeing US School Mathematue from an international Ferepective, 1987. 

* United Stataa Qanaral Accounting Office. Education information' Changee in Funde and IVi- 
oritm Have Affected Production and Quality, Waahington. DC GAO/PeMIV-88-4 November 



sector; foundations and nonprofit, including community-based, or- 
ganizations; unions; and education R&D producera and dissemina- 
wra, e^., researchers, program designers and implementers. 

ine process of exchanging viewpoints and information will con- 
tribute to a more informed debate and discussion. It will lead to 
tne creation of new partnerships among members of the interested 
communities which can foster what should be an ongoing process of 
implf nentation, evaluation, and modification. 

Toward this end. consultations with members of the community, 
SSS^SiSI^'' ^u!"^ ^P"' h^^a^^gB. will be continued and expanded. 
thL Sr^l^V'QflJf^K?'^ P'^"^ additional oversight hearing for 
the fall of 1988. New and progressive programs and practices, 
nf is Subcommittee's attention, represent p'romisiS 
areas of educational change and experimentotion. Site visite and 
consultotions to some of these programs are projected. 
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS: nNDINGS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

RlOOIfMENDATIONS 

^at follows are a series of recommendations designed to spear- 
head needed changes for OERI to more effectively meet the current 
and future challenges confronting the nation's schools. In order for 
real progress to be made, OERI needs to be depolitidxed so that 
priorities can be properly identified and research activities can 
gain the kinds of credibility and support they merit Because the 
problems effecting the nation's schools are so pressing, it is impor- 
tant that all available resources be coordinated in the most effi- 
cient and effective manner. OERI needs to exercise leadership to 
bring together the work of all government agencies and departr 
mento that pertain to educational research. In the interim, urgent 
new initiatives are necessary to discover better ways to teach the 
educationally disadvantaged. 

1. The administrative and policy-making context for OERI must be 

modified to establish a strong policy advisory body which has 
the status, prestige and credibility necessary to reassure gov- 
ernmental decision-makers and the public in general, flmt 
there will be a determined ongoing effort to maintain maxi- 
nmm feasible freedom from partisan interference. The policy 
advisory board shall recommend priorities, review grant and 
oontradrmaking procedures, and make other relevant policy 
recommendations. 

2. OERI must set priorities and establish a series of longterm ffoals 

in consultation with Congress and a restructured adviisory 
board. 

3. The investme.nt goal of the federal research development and 

dissemination function must be 1% of the total amount spent 
nationally on education. Funds spent for these activities by 
States, localities and the private sector should be included in 
the overall assessment of the national investment. 

4. An administrative task force must be appointed to make recom- 

mendations to improve the coordination of OERI's mission 
with that of the other componento of the department of educa- 
tion. Additionally, the task force should make recommenda- 
tions designed to improve the coordination of OERI's educa- 
tional research, development and dissemination function with 
those of other Federal agencies. 

5. OERI must develop a national dissemination policy that will ad- 

vance the goal of placing a national treasure chest of research 
riMulte, models and materials at the disposal of the Nation's 
educational decision-makers. 

(5) 

U 
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^ 8. OERI mu^ rMuire routine professional and independent evalua- 
tions of all funded research, development and dissemination 
acUvitiee and make them availfible to congress in th^* form of 
biannual reports. 

7. OERI must make a signifiamt new investment in researching 

•nd evaluating new technology capable of improving the qual- 
liy of education at all levels. 

8. Private sector involvement in the generation of educational prod- 

ucts and services must be throughly revie^-sd and special ef- 
forts must be nio:»rted to forge more effecUve partnerships be- 
tween the pnvatc ^d public sectors. 

9. OHU ir iL: ftind new initiatives to improve the effectiveness of 

educati.- for the disadvantaged, including the establishment 
i fu***? na^onw center-laboratory for the effective education 
of the disadvantaged. Such new initiatives should not go for- 
ward until there has been apprapriate consultation with Con- 
gress and knowledgeable scholars in the edua.tion community. 

10. A national center-labpratoiy for the effective education of the 
dssadvantaged should be utilized as the core of a pilot project 
for the provision of ongoing assistance to schools whose enmll- 
ments are made up predominantly of "at risk" students. A re- 
sponsive and interactive delivery syi .em for research, develop- 
ment and dissemmation (similar to the original agricuKural 

programs of the land grant colleges) must be in- 

FlNDlNOS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The adnunM^^ policy-making context for OERI must be 

modified to esteblish a strong policy advisory body which has 
•*e status, prestige and credibility necessary to reassure gov- 
ernmental decision-makers and the public in general, that 
there will be a determined ongoing effort to maintain maxi- 
mum feasible freedom from partisan interference. The policy 
advisoiy board shall recommend priorities, review grant and 
contract-making procedures, and make other relevant policy 
recommendations. ^ 

tn'^illSlSJl'^?^^ J!?"f^ ^"y*^ S?*" ^ too partisan 

iLEr K Its work effectively. The partisan politicization of re- 

®' consequences. It has meant 

USsKnuS u funded jesearch has lost credibility. This loss of 
credibility has mear.t a sharp decline in the amounte of money that 
28Rf?'T?i??"* comnuttoes are prepared to commit to educational 
lUkD. Additionally, it has served to erode the long-term prospecto 
for significant increases in funding. By placing OEM's policy set. 
Uivj mechanisms on a new non-partisan footing, the researeh and 
development operation wJl become more effective. 
^ This v iew isalso shared by the inderandent Office of Technology 
Assessment (OTA) m their recent publication Tichhology and the 
Amencoii ^nomtc Tfri^aition: ChoiceB for the fV/ZurT^'Lessions 
learned from researcn institutes in other areas could be uied to 
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construct a charter that would provide the greatest possible insula- 
tion from political manipulation while ensuring that the system 
was responsive to the needs of its cliento— the Nation's students 
and teachere." * 

Despite the recognition by the founders of the original National 
Institute for Education (NIE) that federally funded research activi- 
ties should be insulated from partisan interference, the administra- 
tive and advisory structures that were established did not assist in 
furthering this intent Although the National Council for Educa- 
tion Researeh (NCER) was meant to be a broadly repraeentetive ad- 
visonr board with the powers to recommend polipy, no specific 
board membership criteria existed. Furthermore, because the 
body's nomination process was entirely in the hands of the execu- 
tive branch* critical delays in selecting a board affected NIE's abili- 
ty to present credible testimony before key congressional appro- 
priations' committees.* 

A more independent and representetive board is a crucial first 
step in restoring the credibility of the educational researeh enter- 
prise. In some of the miyor research fields— from space exploration 
to healths-boards similar to the kind recommended have taken a 
l \and in significantly shaping polky and have been relatively more 
successful in attracting widespread and continued support for their 
work. 

Unless OERI is given more freedom from partisan interference, 
these goals will continue to remain out of our reach. We are pro- 
posing a struciure which allows for participation of all relevant 
groups who will help to bring objectivity in policy-making, priority 
setting and the grants-making process. The panel will have the re- 
sponsibility for helping to shape the educational researeh, develop- 
ment and dissemination polk^ in the United Stetes. The members 
of the board must be selected from the ranks of the educational re- 
search community, be nominated by the minority and minority 
leaders of the House and Senate, and should include represente- 
tives from both m^jor national teacher unions, the foundation com- 
munity, parent oraanisations, private industry, as well as stete and 
local education administrators (see Appendix A). Membership, lim- 
ited to a maximum of 29, couM be composed as follows: 

1. Executive membership: the Directors of Research for the 
Departmento of Defense and Labor, Assistant Secreteiy for the 
Office of Educational Research and the Secretary for Educa- 
tion as well as the Directore of the National Science Founda- 
tion, National Institutes of Health, the National Endowment 
for the Arts, the National Endowment for the Humanities 
(NEH) as well as the Librarian of Congress. 

2. One representative from each of the two msjor national 
teacher associations and one representative of a national par- 
ento organization. 

3. One representative from the Chief State School Officers, 
and one from local school superintendent associations. 



• United States 9?*^^*^ ^^^^ Uehnotamf AtmmmtnU Ttchnology and tht Amenean Eeo^ 
nomtt TVaiuilioA.- ChoIoM for Dm Future May 1988, 469. 

• L Spraull. S. WaiMr. and D Wo\t Oraanutng an Anarchy: Belief Bureauemcy and Milicf 
in the Nationat IneMule of Sdtieation, Unlveraity of Chicago Pre«, 1978. 85 
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4. One representative from the Foundation community. 

5. Six representatives from private industry: two to be ap- 
pointed by the President; one appointed by the President; one 
appointed by the mflgority and minority leaders of the House 
and Senat<». 

6. Remaining representation to be drawn from the education- 
al research community: one to be appointed by the minority 
and minority leaders of the House and Senate and three to be 
a;)pointed by the President. 

7. The BcMird would be chaired by the Vice President of the 
United States in order to accord it the appropriate freetige 
and status. 

Such modiflcation of the policy-making context of OERI is neces- 
sary to shield the nation's research, development, and dissemina- 
tion program from partisan dominance to the maximum extent 
possible. All aspects of federal educational policy-making stand to 
gain from such political insulation. 

2. OERI must set priorities and establish a series of long-term goals 
in consultation with Congress and a restructured advisory 
board. 

The Subcommittee hearings produced evidence that OERI has a 
limited capacity to engage in signiflcant long-term planning to ad- 
dress the problems schools will confront in the year 2000 and 
beyond. The dangers of short-term funding and rapidly shifting pri- 
orities were also made evident at the hearing. The lack of continui- 
ty in funding has served to further weaken the credibility of the 
educational research and development enterprise, preventing the 
successful marshalling of resources around key priority areas. Edu- 
cational research must go beyond the various whims of each incom- 
ing Assistant Secretary of Education or the demands of political 
fashion. 

The agency's inability to plan ahead has precipitated the lack of 
long-term, carefuly evaluated research^-precisely the type that is 
highly valued and has made a ditfei-ence at the polipy level. The 
single best known example of this work is the Perry Preschool 
Project, which continues to be funded through the High/Scope 
Foundation based in Michigan. The work was based on a commit- 
ment to improve the educational experiences for a group of pre- 
school disadvantaged children which made clear that specific kinds 
of early intervention were effective means of avoiding the high so- 
cietal cost of educational failure. While the hearing brought out 
some of the administrative problems that block the funding of such 
a long-term research project, it is important that we fi^J ways to 
provide for this kind of well-focused inquiry. 

Our planning should also take into account some of the basic eco- 
nomic realities that will begin to impact us by Uie end of the centu- 
ry (e.g., the projected shortage of skilled labor to fill an increasing 
amount of jobs that require at least a high school diploma). A goal 
of a 100% graduation rate by the year 2000 should be more than 
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just ar ideal, but a real target for the entire society if the United 
States is going to compete in todav's international marketplace.*^ 

The potential for change may be greater in some educational 
areas than others. The National Acadfemy of Education should be 
commissioned to evaluate our educational knowledge to date and to 
identify areas most likely to yield the greatest potential to improve 
student learning. As the Committee on Economic Development tes- 
tified, we already are aware of those innovations, which iudged in 
purely economic terms, are sound investments for the federal gov- 
ernment to make.** We need improved processes which will enable 
OERI to make informed, rational decisions about how it can most 
efficiently use, as well as build upon, the existing knowledge base 
to most effectively meet the nation's current and future needs. 

The following are examples of goals that might be included in a 
long-term plan: 

1989-1999 

A. Fully implement eariy childhood programs to cover all eligible 

children 

B. Introduce Oriental and Slavic language studies into every high 

school in America 

C. Achieve a 90% graduation rate for High School 

D. Double the number of minority graduates entering the teaching 

profession 

E. Achieve a 90% grade level reading rate for all ninth graders (as 

determined by a nationally accepted test) 

1999-2009 

A. Increase by 50% the number of students entering into and grad- 

uating from college. 

B. Imprrve Uie ratings of the performance of American students in 

international math and science comparisons 

C. Ensui^ 100% computer literacy for all high school graduates 

D. Introduce individualized educational programs into all elemen- 

tary and secondarv schools 

E. Achieve a 90% adult literacy rate nationally 

In order to set priorities that do not change every few years, it is 
vital that the Riding fundamental question for the sponsorship of 
federal educational research, development, and dissemination shall 
be: What activities will facilitate the achievement of these goals? 

3. The investment goal of the Federal research, development and 
dissemination mnction must be 1% of the total amount spent 
nationally on education. Funds spent for these activities by 
States, localities and the private sector should be included in 
the overall assessment of the national investment. 

There is widespread consensus that funds devoted to educational 
research and development are far too limited. Since the fact is that 
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the total national investment in education (including state and 
local levels) approaches $300 billion dollars, funding for educational 
research (under $100 million) is well below the 1% considered 
healthy for any enterprise that needs to adapt to changing de- 
mands. The Subcommittee heard evidence that Xerox spends $7(X) 
million dollevrs on R&D, a much greater percentage of its overpll 
budget than that spent by the federal government.'^ The Office of 
Technology Assessment recently expr^sed the point another way, 
''If the Nation's educational enterprise invested in research and de- 
velopment in the same proportion to gross receipts as the average 
U.S. industry, investment would have amounted to between $8 and 
$12 billion in 1985, 60 to 90 times more than the actual total" >^ 

The hearings provided ample evidence that demands on the edu- 
cational system are intense and will becomv"^ e\'en more so in the 
future: whether we look at the problem from thr perspective that 
other developed countries are outperforming the U.S. on math and 
science achievement tests or that the workplace is increasingly re- 
quiring higher skill levels from new employfios. However, as educa- 
tional needs have increased, R&D funds have declined precipitous- 
ly. Without significant and well-directed expenditures in the area 
of educational research, we will inevitably 'iose the brain race." >^ 

Undoubtedly, the incoming Administration, partly in response to 
the long period of budget decline, will promise budget increases in 
education. However, it is an open question as to whether signifi- 
cant increases will be targeted at educational research, develop- 
ment and dissemination. The magnitude of the problem is such 
that unless the best talents in the educational research community 
are fully engaged in the ^ /ocess of rebuilding, any increases will be 
temporary and the real results of the spending uncertain. 

The 1% R&D investment goal will be made more realistic if 
local, state, and private funding sources are taken into account 
when assessing the increased amounts to be spent in this area. Ap- 
propriate coordination under a restructured research and develop- 
ment and dissemination office should enable the federal govern- 
ment ot both track the uses of non-federal research dollars and 
more effiectively disseminate useful results. 

4. An administrative task force must be appointed to make recom- 
mendations to assist in the coordination of OERI's mission 
with that of other components of the department of education. 
Additional, the task force should make recommendations de- 
signed to improve the coordination of OERI's educational re- 
search, development and dissemination function with those of 
other Federal agencies. 

Despite repeated calls for greater coordination of the federal in- 
vestment in educational research and development, much remains 
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to be done to fully maximize our national efforts.'^ The authoriz- 
ing legislation directs OERI to *\ . . promote the coordination of 
educational support within the Federal Government. . . How- 
ever, ERIC, the educational research and information clearing- 
house system designated to receive all relevant government docu- 
ments, is often bypassed by many federal agencies and depart- 
ments resDonsible for educational research. Subcommittee hearings 
additionally revealed that meaningful cooperation and communica- 
tion among the various agencies and departments responsible for 
educationiU research is rare. It is dismaying, for example, that al- 
though 20% of the active military is either being taugnt or is en- 
gaged in teaching and that the military spends up to Ave times 
more than the civilian sector on educational technoliwy, ERIC does 
not receive any military documents pertaining to educational im- 
provement.'^ 

While it is difficult enough to justify in an age of lean budgets 
the lack of communication oetween OERI and other executive de- 
partments, the d^ree to which OERI's own funded entities (labs, 
centers, and ERIC) fail to cooperate with each other is a phenome- 
non which borders on absurdity. Potentially more serious questions 
are raised concerning the extent to which OERI does not coordi- 
nate with the other components of the Department of Education. 
)^or example, the Department has established its own information- 
al clearinghouses that do not have the capability to interact with 
similar subject area clearinghouses sponsored by the ERIC 
system.^' 

Small scale initiatives, such as the Federal Interagency Commit- 
tee on Education (FICE), which was proposed when the Department 
of Education was founded, cannot hope to accomplish what is 
needed.** These efforts fail because they view interagency coordi- 
nation statically, as the periodic communication between agency 
heads around certain topics of mutual interest. An internal admin- 
istrative task force will need to examine creative solu^ions that 
force greater coordination upon all aspects of what should become 
a comprehensive, interactive system. Such possibilities might in- 
clude innovative cross-coordination mechanisms that would allow 
both labs and centers to work together with local school districts 
on high priority problems. Regional conferences that bring together 
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state and local educatore, as well as lab and center staff, to develop 
an action agenda around such problems as dropout prevention, 
must be considered.'** 

Other options that require exploration consist of substantive 
r^2L!° Up? ^'^'^iSSSl**^ Education's Office of Planning, 
SpSr-^"*»^*f 'JL"*'*"!. with relevant researchers within 

OEKI and the labs and centers. OPBE collects a vast amount of 
data concerning the functioning of vital federal programs such as 
Uftapter Une. There must be a more interactive mechanism 
through which program data can be analyzed and assessed so that 
modincations of the program can be made prior to the issuance of a 
final report or evaluation." Moreover, tTie research community 
™o«r*;if P"*®/ *!f1f* "» shaping the kinds of demonstration 
programs that are funded and greater say in how those programs 
are evaluated and disseminated. "isranui 

5. OERI must develop a national dissemination policy that will ad- 
vance the goal of placing a national treasure chest of research 
rraults, models and materials at the disposal of the Nation's 
educational decision-makers. 

inSmillf 'S*L^"'"l "''Pr^'^™"*?'y <»f direct federal 

involvement in educational dissemination is the importance of local 
commitment to school improvement and the relative ineffective- 
ness of imposing change from the top down." Studies additionally 
reveal that those who have the responsibility for implementing 
DO icy often feel overwhelmed by a surplus of informatioS and havl 

J;?h»fI.Tl^j?"2'?^i*.*l**'* effective innovations from those of 
doubtful val dity." At the same time, many can agree that tiiose 
schools requiring the most radical changes are often the last to^ 
difference* re'evant information which could help make a 
There are few signs that the current dissemination system is 
wS!!!fJ*lK*° importance of the above insights. 

1*^.*™ ^ ]? « nation**! diMemimftion 

poliCT of exploitmg, in a coordinated fashion, the strengths of exist- 
ing dissemination systems (such as the regional labs, EMC, and the 
National Dissemination Network), as well as identifying what 
other^ dissemination strategies are needed to meet the needs of 
today s schools. 

Among those other strategies should be ones that have the most 
Suff^IS! Vfn»^»<»nf' y improving practice in the poorest school 
districts which contain the children most at risk for educational 
failure. The improvement of student learning has always been a 
key congressional priority, but the above listed instrumentalities 
have been slow in developing innovative ways to penetrate the host 
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of bureaucratic structures that block improvement in some of the 
nation s least effective schools. 

There is an urgent need to develop new strategies that are based 
on models drawn from outside the educational research fleld. One 
possible example is drawn from the agricultural extension, ''county 
agent system which transferred productive agriculture ideas and 
technologies to farmers least exposed to new knowledge. Analo- 
gizing from this example would mean that highly trained educa- 
tional researchers with practical experience with the realities of 
the clawroom and who are also familiar with the neighborhoods 
from which the students are drawn, would actively assist princi- 
pals, teachers, and others seeking to foster constructi^i^ educational 
improvements. 

Another innovative concept proven successful by tht? Department 
of Agriculture and worthy of exploration would involve etablishing 
commumtv councils dedicated to school improvement. Such coun- 
cils could be formed co-jointly with neighborhood resources centers 
which contain materials describing the latest validated educational 
innovations and practices. Such local community groups could help 
to generate some of the pressure needed to change outmoded prac- 
tices and act as a crucial link between the researchers, the local 
community, practitioners, and policy makers. 

6. OERI must require routine professional and independent evalua- 
tions of all funded research, development and dissemination 
activities and make them available to Congress in the form of 
a biannual report. 

Professional and independent evaluations of federally-funded 
educational research, development and dissemination are unfortu- 
nately lacking. Without such information it becomes difficult to 
assess the value of the work being performed and to make the case 
^'*SL"2't educational research need to be appropriated. 

The Sulx^ommittee hearings revealed that OERI has failed to ex- 
ercise leadership in this area. Testimony from the General Ac- 
counting Office showed that between 1980 and 1985, evaluation ac- 
tivities declined precipitiously by 79%." The present administra- 
continued to view the evaluation of its funded projects as, 
at best, a marginal activity. Despite the fact that a major recompe- 
tition of the regional labs and centers is scheduled for 1990, the As- 
sistant Secretary is doubtful that there will be funds available for 
continued peer review of these entities. 

The time has Ions passed when hearsay and anecdotal evidence 
about the value of the work being done can be substituted for hard 
documentation. While educational research, development and dis- 
seniination work can be difficult to evaluate, it should be possible 
to develop reasonable criteria to assess progress towards clearly 
identiflable goals. Strong OERI leadership is necessary to facilitate 
more professional evaluations which would improve the credibility 
of educational research. An important first step would be to have 
an independent panel develop specific evaluation criteria that will 
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be tiaed to review the work of key federal entities* including the 
labe and centers. 

OERI must continue to broaden the work of the National DiflTu- 
flion Network (NDN) by working with the labs and centers to vali- 
date promising methods and procedures. CSongress needs to receive 
more accurate information about the most effective dissemination 
strategies for reaching certain target populations, as well as re- 
search strategies that would be most beneficial to practitioners 
making a difference at the classroom level. 

OERI should also provide leadership by supporting a system for 
educators to exchange information on the effectiveness of pro- 
grams, products and practices. Many school ^^ros collect infor- 
matf jn on curriculum or policies but th^ have no way of learning 
the results of similar approaches attempted elsewhere. The agency 
shouki study the possibility of establishing an information ex- 
change qrstem that could complement the National Diffusion Net- 
work (NDN) by being more interactive and locally-based.*^ 

7. OERI must make a signiflcant new investment in researching 
and evaluating new technology capable of improving the qual- 
ity of educatk>n at all levels. 

A recent OfTice of Technology Assistance report* Technology and 
the American Ttansition: Choices for the Future, makes clear that 
although educatirnal technology holds the promise of important 
breakthroughs within the next two decades in the way we teach, 
the Department of Educatk)n has yet to make the investment com- 
mitment leceasary to reap the potential benefits: 

At pretent there is no netionel center for foctieing reeeerch on education equiva- 
lent to the National Inatitutea of Health or Uie Agricultural Reeearch Genter. By 
far the bulk of reaearch on educational technolosy supported by the Federal Gov- 
ernment ia Undertaken by the Department of Defense. While a private information 
company typically spends several percent of gross revenue on research, virtually 
nothing la allocated for reaearch directed at the real problems of teaching and learn- 
ing.*' 

Important innovations provide a beacon of hope that fully indi- 
vidu&lized approaches to basic subjects like reading can be replkat- 
ed across subject areas. For example, the learning rates of kinder- 
gartners and first^aders have consistently increased with the use 
of John Henry Martin's "Writing to Read" program* developed 
with IBM support. The measured grade levels of adults has in- 
creased by 2-3 years during a 20-week course using a similar ad- 
vanced IBM system designed to teach literacy skills.** 

In their comprehensive assessment of technology use in elemen- 
tary and secondary education* Pdwer On! New Tools for Teaching 
and Learning, OTA has found that new educational technologies 
are helping to shift our understanding of education to become more 
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learner-oriented.^" This new emphasis is in accord with Albert 
Shanker's concern that the traditional classroom paradigm may be 
the cause of tne mi^rity of students failing to receive an adequate 
education.^^^ There is a plear federal responsibility both to invest in 
the research and development of new technology (perhaps with the 
benefit of private cooperation), and to assist schools to move into a 
new technological era— 'Ji era which thus far we have stumbled 
into rather tluui carefully planned for.'^ Clearly, the development 
of an educational technology policy that addresses the needs of the 
nations' schools should be worked out in consultation with a varie- 
ty of experts, private industry, top researchers, as well as practi- 
tioners. Budffet requests based on careful evaluation of needs and 
options stand an increased likelihood of increased funding over the 
long term. 

8. Private sector involvement in the generation of educational prod- 
ucts and services must be thoroughly reviewed and special ef- 
forts must be mounted to forge more effective partnerships 
tween publk and private sectors. 

Over recent years the involvement of the private sector in the 
improvement of education has become more significant Industry 
support of colleges and universities has risen steadily for the past 
thirty years, from |40 million to more than $1 billion. Of the more 
than $3 billion in total annual corporate charitcble contributions, 
more than one third is for education.^* 

A report 1^ Public/Private Ventures, Allies in Education: 
Schools and Businesses Working Together for At-Risk Youth, re- 
views the various kinds of business participatk>n in education and 
concludes that, . . economic concerns have been a spur to busi- 
ness involvement in public education. Many large economic isfiues 
are being redefined as educational improvement issues. Education- 
al problems are being identified as potential economic catastrophes. 
Such an environment is fertile for continuing school/business part- 
nerships." 

While comparatively less attention has been pakl to the private 
sector's role m stimulating educational research^ projects such as 
IBM's "Writing to Read" program, Apple's ''Classroom of Tomor- 
row" and the recently createa Institute of Research in Learning 
(supportred by Xerox), have developed as a result of intensive re- 
search efforts. The federal role in fostering such initiatives clearly 
Includes stimulating more '>f the worii currently being performed 
in this area by developing appropriate public-pnvate iMuinerships. 
OERI has not demonstrated the leadersk?*p necessary to develop 
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the kinds of institutional mechanisms to move in this mutually 
beneficial direction. 

The significant challenges of educating 1,500,000 new workers 
who will enter the work place over the next ten years, call for 
many joint initiatives between the public and private sectors. In 
many other areas of the economy such as space exploration, health, 
and drfense, cooperative ventures are more common than in the 
educational sphere. Testimony before the Subcommittee revealed 
that there is a need for more long-term studies, which due to the 
ezufencies of the federal budget, have not been possible to fund. 
While typically federal research dollars are committed for no 
longer than five years (as is the case with the labs and centers) and 
field-initiated studies for one year, much of the most significant re- 
search of recent years has had to be performed outside of the feder- 
al sector by private groups.^^ 

The following are two kinds of institutional models that have the 
capacity to foster productive cooperation in the area of education 
and which could offer the possibility of much longer term commit- 
ments of money needed to fund important longitudinal studies: 

1. Non-profit research corporations already have built up ex- 

g'rtise in some soecific areas of educational research. The 
igh/Scope Foundation, for example, has specialized in the 
evaluation of early intervention strategies. Other organizations 
are sometimes specially commissioned bv the government to 
perform tasks in their particular areas of expertise. For exam- 
ple, Manpower Demonstration Research (MDRC) analysed sup- 
ported work initiatives for the Department of Labor in con- 
junction with the Ford Foundation. High quality expertise is 
difficult to find in some specialized areas, such as progrc^ 
evaluatk)ns. How non-profit research corporations can be used 
in these areas must be considered. 

2. An innovative model of Cooperative Government Industry 
research is provided by the recently created SEMATECH. The 
purpose of SEMATECH is to cany out research and develop- 
ment on the semi-conductor manufacturing technologies which 
will help the United States semi-conductor industry regain 
equality with the Japanese. Fifty percent of the funding for 
the oivanization is provided by 14 United States semiconductor 
manufacturers; the other fifty percent by the Department of 
Defense. Similar research organizatk>ns could be draignated 
the task of producing curricula software designed to meet the 
needs of specific populations. 

These and other imtitutional arrangements could become critical 
in making the necessary qualitatitive leaps forward in building the 
knowledge base necessary for lasting improvements in the way stu- 
dents are taught and how they learn. 

9. OERI must find new initiatives to improve the effectiveness of 
education for the disadvantaged, including the establishment 
of a new national center-laboratory for the effective education 
of the disadvantaged. Such new initiatives ahould not go for- 
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ward until there has been appropriate consultation with Con- 
gress and knowledgeable scholars in the education community. 

To establish a Center for the Effective Education of the Disad- 
vantaged, which is merely one more such center, is to throw dollars 
at the problem in the same direction that previous dollars have 
been thrown with grossly inadequate results. Indeed present law 
requires that all of the already established centers must be en- 
gaged in activities which contribute to the effective education of 
the disadvantaged. This is also the mandated mission and goal of 
all of the other activities financed by OERI. Laboratories, inde- 
pendent researchers, bureaus, etc., are all required to focus primar- 
ily on the effective education of the disadvantaged. 

The repetition of the following quote from the OERI mission 
statement provides the most relevant illumination: 

The CongreM declam it to be the policy of the United States tc provide to every 
individual an equal opportunity to receive an education of high quality regafdleas of 
race, color, religion, tex, age, handicap, national origin or social eUm. . . . Inequal- 
ities of opportunity to receive high quality education remain pronounced. . . . 
While the direction of American education remains primarily the responsibility of 
state and local governments, the Federal government has a clear responsibilitjr to 
provide leadership in the conduct and sup^rt of scientific inquiry in the education- 
al process. 

Any new entity funded by OERI should be primarily focused on: 
harvesting the products which have already been generated by ex- 
isting centers mid labs; collaborating with ongoing projects and ac- 
tivities; coordinating similar and supportive work among the cen- 
ters and laboratories; maximizing the dissemination functions of 
the existing Educational Research Information Centers; the identi- 
fication of knowledge and research gaps which remain; launching 
new research efforts to close the gaps; expanding the development 
and dissemination activities in ways which guarantee an ongoing 
federal presence for local education agencies, teachers, parents and 
community leaders. To accomplish this timely and climatic mission 
we need a National Center-Laboratory with goals and objectives 
which are different from the existing centers. 

A new National Center-Laboratory should not be bound by the 
parameters which have limited the other federally-funded centers 
and laboratories. Instead, the new entity should have maximum 
flexibility to engage in any research, development and dissemina- 
tion activities which promote the effective education of the disad- 
vantaged. The new Center-Laboratory should be structured to initi- 
ate and oversee a variety of an>roacne8 to research in combination 
with extensive experimentation and dissemination. If some modifi- 
cation of existing law is needed then such amendments should be 
enacted. 

Both the nation and disadvantaged students would firofit greatly 
if the first concern of the new Center-Laboratory was the harvest- 
ing of products, techniques and services which nave already been 
developed by entities under the jurisdiction of OERI. As far as the 
disadvantaged are concerned, the new entity would become the 
keeper of that particular federal treasure chest of new concepts, 
models, publicatk>ns, etc. under one umbrella. The ^nthesis of ex- 
isting research results would, at minimum cost, speed the applica- 
tion of relevant findings. The new Center-Laboratory would sort 
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^IcZHi °^ '^^"^^ ^* educational improvements. 
Proposed new approaches such as the one listed above should be 
'^^yf^Jy "^holars who are Ze iSLlS^iSbU 
S^MnJ »^ P^hltms of educating the disadvantaged. InsSSd of 
rushing to install a new Center in the last days rfan admir^t 2 

and inclusive planning approach is n^ed. Iwtead 'hVOFR^ 
continuing to circulate the current Request for^hvptZu S would 

who^^oXXf .^nl""'' ^r^if^i^'^ iSeSSJ^eiacKS 
wno wouia submit papers and studies to undenrird the DlAnninir 
process for this new kind of National CJenter-LabSLtoix^ 
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10. A national center-laboratory for the effective education of the 
disadvantaged should be utilized as the core of a pilot prqject 
for the provision of ongoing assistance to schools whose enroll- 
ments are made up predominantly of "at risk" students. A re- 
sponsive and interactive delivery system for research, develop- 
ment and dissemination (similar to the original agricultural 
extension programs of the land grant colleges) must be in- 
stalled. 

There is an acute problem of massive proportions facing our 
public schools. Particularly in the large urban areas where the 
great^t number of disadvantaged students are concentrated, the 
need for far-reaching improvements is critical and urgent. The 
present piece-meal approach of OERI will never have an impact 
which is significant in proportion to the great need. A system with 
greater capacity for assisting with a variety of problems and a ca- 
pacity for responsiveness is needed. A system which is permanently 
available to support operating educational systems would represent 
a quantum leap forward. Replacing the occasional and episodic in- 
volvement of OERI with its haphazard delivery of the benefits of 
research and development, there should be a vehicle for delivery 
similar to the prowam developed by the United States Department 
of Agriculture and the land grant colleges. 

*ui!l?® been good for American agriculture might prove to be 
a new beginning for the most seriously damaged education systems 
of our countnr. American farms were transformed by the steady 
inteijection of the beneflts of research and development into the 
food producing industry. American agriculture became the model 
tor the worid as a result of the early marriage of theory, engineer- 
ing and practice. A similar approach to educational research and 
development, within a decade or two, could achieve equally as- 
tounding results for American education. 

At the risk of exhausting the metaphor, a more detailed descrip- 
tiori of the delivery system being proposed might conpare it to the 
drip irntotion technique so successful popularized by the Israeli 
farmers. The steady application of the beneflts of research and de- 
velopment in economical doees that are appropriate for the prob- 
lem is the desired outcome. Technical assistance agents similar to 
the courity agents ' utilized by the Department of Agriculture may 
become the key components of this more direct approach. Many of 
the orgaiiizational and human engineering techniques pioneered by 
the county agents should be thoroughly examined for possible use 
m^the dissemination of educational research and development re- 

What is needed is an experiment which tests an approach which, 
instead of requiring a totally new structure, would prove to be a 
logical exparision of the work of the existing entities: centers, lab- 
oratories, mformation units. With "education agents" serving as 
the quarterbacks for their assigned areas; centers, independent re- 
searchers, regional laboratories and ERIC units would be called 
upon as needed. Bevond the utilization of ERIC to rapidly deliver 
the products already available in centers and labs, "education 
agents would be the logical originating point for proposals for new 
research or for the constracting of the expertise available in cen- 
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iZSiiiS^^J^^^ programs and projects which these cen- 

"uccessfuUy developed. 
Jw M^lL^ iS-^T^ ^ *° the experiment to tesUng a 

f"?**"* t« accomplish educatiSal im- 
PWJjnwjnts to localities with fcigh concentration, of disadSaS 

SuChwJJ'^JEr*^ NaUonal CJenter-UlSrSS 

^uS? S^J'»-S"'***?1u*?^ Diswivantaged be the pSna? 
3S^?«£^^if!SlI? ?=°"'*P*' the launching^of thk 

E-fJIS?**:!?'?" [^^mmendaUon. however, is being made on the 
wi^l prove to be of great value mkJmS^bt^ 
vtaproving schools for U>e disadvantaged will also be good fSrS 
SSl^l^T;? •y^™"- EventuaUy. a delivW^a^m 

SSiGSSoSJ -^^"irilfr »f the DepeSm^of 

Agnculture should be installed to cover eveiy school listrict in 

competition mounts in the 
£ a o^SSSL^t 'il^r*'!^*' twenty-first centuries there will 
Am S^^^ need for educational improvements regardless of 
It ff^V achievement. To meet this challenaTwi 

fi^ "ii"!?*"'*"** *° '""y «P>»'* • time.te8ti%55Sch*which 



in. SUMMARY OF HEARING TESTIMONY 

iNTRODUCnON 

The purpose of the Subcommittee hearings on April 20 and 21 
was to determme the extent to which the nation's educaUonal re- 
seareh agenda reflects its key educational prioriUee, and the poton- 
vHi^^J^?^ them. In addition, the Subcom^ttee 

hoped to mitiate a debate about whether the Department of Educa- 
tion s research infrastructure-consisting laigely of a network of 
S!iJ15!!««f!i*^ cle«™«hou8eB-is adequate to meet the chal- 
lenges identified in a host of recent influential reporto on the cur- 
quired™" "* **""tion. or whether new research entitles are re- 

Additionally. Subcommittee Chairman Owens has expressed con- 
cern about the low status accorded educational R&D. While there 
appears to be a correlation between militeiy capability and the De- 
tense Uetartment s investment in military R&D. the connection be- 
tween educational research and improved practice is not obvious to 
most practitioners. 

Yet another area of concern to the Subcommittee was the limited 
' W Although educational resSSchm^ 
never need the fundins levels absorbed by the military R&D effort, 
Chairman Owens inaicated that the Sbbcommitte^ intended to 
£I!I5i. .^j"!?"* »a«l»»te funding for the nation's educational re- 
search and development program. 

concerns in mind, witnesses at the OERI hearings of- 
terea testunonv and recommendations concerning OERI's budget 
Z'^u^ "^I*!^*""' f"?. priorities, as well as wiys in whichTi^ 
search meJi^ and duseminction couM be improved. The witr 
nesses were: P. Michael Timpane. President, Teacher's College, Co- 
^biaUnivereits^ NaUuuiielM. Semple, Vice-President Md^it 
SIS^:.^^" Committee, Committee for Economic De- 

P«teL"¥'''r" %,.?°'«"^' 'iftional Cteinion Research Cente^ 
SS^"®* ^ Educational Research 

PrSSl^f N.r**?^?'^^*^ Univereity; Mary Hatwood pSreli 
msident^tional Education AssocUtion; Eleanor Chelimsky, Di- 
rector, Program EyaluaUon and Methodology Division, Generi^^ Ac- 
coimfjng Cfeoe; Alan C. Purves, Director oTthe Center for WWthS 
and Literacy, State University of New York; Albert Shanker; fSK 
dent, AmeriMn Federation of Teachers; Chester E. Finn, Jr!^ /S- 
sistant Secretaiy for the Office of Educational Research imd InJ 

Education; Charles Wallaren, Executive 
I-SShSI^*' v?l!£i??!P* . EducaUonal Reseaiih Foundation; 
i^^^rnyy^^^^'l^'J'^^^^^ Demonstration Program 
Denis Doyle, Senior Research Fellow, Tlie Hudson InstituteVoJS 

ISff rhliJS^ f^'**°i"*i5f Ure«ity Research CoiS«tio* 
and Uhairman of the Laboratory Review Panel, OERI; John E. 
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Hopkins, Executive Director, Research for Better Schools; Susan 
r^hrman. Director, Center on State and Local Policy, Development 
f2£Jr"°«""'''.'. University; Gordon Ambach, Executive 

Director, Council of Chief State School Oflicers; Nancy Cble, Presi- 
dent, Amencan Educational Research Association; Judi Conrad, 
Assistant Director, EMC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and Gift5 
Children and Chair, Council of ERIC Directors (COED): Michael 
**Sffe"u^'*<^'''?««jc Research, U.S. Army Institute; and Rich- 
ard E Rowberg, Chief, Science Policy Research Division, Congres- 
l^rfLKr*'^'i^nr u°"'HP«' ^ subject area, some of the sa- 
lient points made at the hearings are summarized below. 

BUDOIT 

UNDBRPUNDINO OF KDUCATIONAL RSBIARCH AND DEVUiOPliINT 

K^*"'" 5"*"*!* ^ " deal of testimony at the 

i^^^iZ.u « '''l^P'^d jHJiception, among education re- 
^hi^It and thj Department ofllcials alike, that educational R&D 
jTfilTj- government is underfunded. Ung-term declines 

in fiinding were documented by a recent General Accounting Office 
f^'^^'V- The Department ofEducati^in fS- 
?^ i^An significant declines in funding for educa- 

te iKSj"*^^*' current and constant dollars between 1980 and 
Sin^ Pfi?* educational R&D declined 33% while de- 
L'^'^T^^l^^ ^il* Education accounted for 0.2%Tf 
44% to 1980* accounted for 64%, up from 

«n?f compare Department requesto 

witn (xmgressional appropriations for the period 1980 to 1988 
Trends documented in the GAO report show that, in general, Ad- 
mmistration requests have exceeded Conwessional appropriations 
^S*;?*** Nevertheless, AdminSratio^ crit 

ICS argue that Congress is reluctant to fund OERI because ito re- 
search agenda has been politicized. 

Denis Doyle contrasted the underfunding of OERI to the bur- 
geoning private sector investment in educational R&D. Doyle, who 

2^m!lwrJpr?2r'*' Committee for Economic Devel- 

opment (CED)-a consortium of businessmen and educators that 
documented the economic cost of the nation's high school dropout 
rate in an mfluential report, entitled Children in Need "-stated: 

w ik^iil**'!!!' govemmenft expenditures on education 

2Tu^h « 1100^ n?^ '•"/T" of eduction reJIrarch. it i. hJd tTfind 

at much aa 1100 million in the overal federal bud«>i. Contraat that to th* nmount 
w. spend operati.* the Nation'. elemenUry ^A^tSTyXa^VI^I 
iS.i.o„::Lateh*SS^(J'„Ji|^^^^^ • «>n»raUon like Xerox 

0.p»tn»nt of Educt»n in I>.™p«rtive" (W-hin^to?. Mf^, /EM^-sKsraJ'M^^^ 
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BSnif ATB8 OP NEBD 

Assistant Secretary Chester Finn estimated that in order lor the 
nation's public school svstem to match the private sector's invest- 
ment in educationUl R&D, the federal government would have to 
spend considerably more than its current funding level of $124 mil- 
lion. His reasoning was as follows: 

The total (spending] for all education institutions, schools and colleges in the 
countiry» as I said, is in the vicinity of $800 billion at the present time. Obviously, if 
1% of that were being spent on research and development activity it would be $3 
billion. ^XS^'' sot down to the fact that the federal government accounts 
for . sbout 120 billion out of the |300 billion, that is to ssy, about 8%, 7% of the 
total expenditure on education comes through the Department of Education, and if 
we had s 93 million research budget and paid for 7 or 8% of it, were would be 
paying several hundred million s year— there is no doubt sbout that— through De- 
psrtment of Education sources alone for educational rnsosrch ** 

CAUSES OP UNDERFUNDING 

Witnesses at the April 20-21 hearings remarked not only upon 
the underfunding of OERI relative to other R&D agencies within 
the federal government, but also upon the causes and consequences 
of this state of affairs. The office of the presidentially-appointed di- 
rector of NIE was abolished in 1985 when the National Institute of 
Education (NIE) was reoi«anized as OERI. Its functions were as- 
sumed by the Assistant Secretary for Educational Research and 
Improvemmt, a political appointee who reports directly to the Sec- 
retary of Education. This change, according to John E. Hopkins, 
Executive Director of Research for Better Schools, effectively politi- 
cized the educational R&D apparatus and was viewed with distrust 
by Congress, which was subsequently less inclined to fund in- 
OEWb budget. Regarding congressional skepticism of 
OERI, Hopkins said: 

We believe tlwt the Ainding for educational R&D will increase when Coi. -ress is 
confident thst the money will be used to support legitimate activity. The legitimacy 
Of the MUvities wUl alwavs be in question, though, when a handful of ofTicials ac- 
countoble only to themselves, determine both the research agenda and those who 
will carry it out. Unfortunately, the current structure of the Department of Educa- 
tion does not provide any separation between these functions. As long as that is the 
case, the situation is npe for abuse. The structure needs to be changed." 

P. Michael Timpane, President of Teachers College at Columbia 
University, cites two reasons for the failure of educational R&D to 
receive more federal support: 1) the commonly held view that edu- 
cational R&D is less systematic or methodologically rigorous than 
other sciences; 2) partisanship in the sele^ tion of projects to fund. A 
lack of advocacy on the part of constituent groups was a factor as 
^ 11, he indicated. Timpane acknowledges the difficulty in under- 
taking educational research, because the learning process depends 
on human beings, whose behavior is unpredictable. However, he 
argues that it is misguided to abandon educational research just 
because of the problems associated with it: 
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ln''L'1S^^!t^ji!!!^'^r^";^ not U. be punued bwaiue it did not. 
21 SLTSLZ^i."'^ .T»"'"* the mort mi^uided of policies. What if 

IZbS; i^^Sf • «•««••'«»'}'" of thia century, when modern re- 

•JMjh in BMdiane or agnculture wm newly powble? I think the annver is obvT 

-if'^J^^l^^^P'!' f -esident and Secretary of the Research 
imdPttlicy Committee of CED believes that educational R&D has 
not been adequately funded in recent years because it has failed to 
oocuimmt the economic returns on educational intervention in gen- 
-j^^*^ eoucation as an investment and is primarily con- 
S^^Z*- o* ■ economic rbtum on that investment. In 

histestiinony, Semple cited the Perry Preschool Program as the 
moiit well-documented educational research to date because it un- 
fflr!^™^*?';?"* cost-benefit analysis to support its contention 
that preachopl programs help disadvantaged youth. Since the early 
W80 s financing for most of the follow-up work done by the High/ 
Scope Educational Research Foundation on the Perry Pre-school 
i-iogram has come from private sources rather than federal grants. 

CONSBQUKNCKS OF UNDKRFUNOING 

Ko^ili'^^^'fJ*!'**? that the underfunding of educational R&D 
nas contributed to the declining competitiveness of the U.S. in 
world markets. To illustrate the importance of R&D in the corpo- 
rate sector, he pointed to the experience of Xerox CorporatioiT 
which recenUy recovered its market share from Japanese competi- 
|»ae'"t«K»ng an ambitious (and expensive) R&D effort. 

SSftJfnirSLn '* n''t' « comparable investment in 

educational R&D, will American students become competitive with 
thMr counterparts m other industrialized nations. 

Nancy Cole, President of the American Educational Research As- 
sociation and Dean of the College of Education at the Univereity of 
Illinois, believes that the lack of adequate resources h^s created a 
research base which is too narrow and has discouraged efforts to 
♦ISIVfir "searchers. It has also fostered a climate which is hos- 

i^ri"t*?iJ— i Cole believes that the Subcommittee 

can correct this situation: 

fJ^^IhZ/^!^j!!'',o'l!'u^"'TJ''' S^*'"? 'nd realistic funding targeto 

fc^eMTiS??h.?!i.S.-'.'"!^^I}''"« »"PP«»rt for these directions. an?(3) 

gnensuring that objective procedures for the award of grento and contracts are fol- 

According to Eleanor Chelimsky, the Director of the Program 
Evaluation and Methodology Division of the General Accounting 
S!5*^-™fi"K***'X has affected the quality of education informa- 
r£2i!'!^rt„ Department of feducation. In her testimony 

Chelimsky summarized the findings of a recent GAO report, Edu- 
aSLS?"~*JX and Priorities Have Affected 

Ruction and Qujhty, which documented significant declines in 
♦SSjji rSf departmental awards for research, sta- 
tistics and evaluation. This report also documented a shift away for 
new data collection efforts; the investigation of fewer areas, includ- 
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^Jt^ ^ education reform movement; and a shift 

w^L I™™ research grants to institutional awaitis. 

«S key promms from budget cuts, this shift has ne- 

cesBitated the deemphasis of field initiated studies." 

-..SSS' <»f education information has 

f«r^I?l'^"* marked decreases in funding for education in- 
S^iL 'or*" *■ ^Department of Education funding has 

iA^!;i^^iJ?*r*''*^'!L."^ 1^2. WhUe Chelimsky is 

concerned about underfunding, she does not beUeve that "merely 

fhTJliU! department to recover froi^ 

the losBM engendered by the reductions in awards." " Rather, Che- 
limsky believes that mcreased oversight is required to strengthen 
the information gathering function of OERI. 

Alan C. Purves, who w chairman of the International Association 
for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (lEA), testified that 
international assessments of student achievement conducted by his 
S[^I^'°?k'*"m ?/1?S?*/*"' of adequate funding. Acconiing 

^r^J^^ VlS? government hia cut back drastically 

^mSif™^?^'? *? '5^/" y?"".' hiis made no long-tenfi 

commitment to fund iteimrticipation m the tests. Purves views this 
as unfortunate since I^A's databases are among the best in the 
jrorld for making international comparisons. Purves believes that 
UiA swork 18 critical to improving educational aystems woridwide. 
i ♦ of a lack of commitment to lEA's efforts in the United 

^rohere.* **' reaching American re- 

U^KtLffte?^' of Sociology and Education at the 

University of Chicago and author of the Cokman Report of 1966, «« 
♦ ®2 more researchers in the United States 

T^L' 1?**. analysw of it should receive high priority. 

*f^>»ony Coleman cited lEA's recent prelimina^ report on 
Ts^n^ Ktence achievement test results. Science Achievement 
Sel^^^ffi^ S""*'!^" ^ ^l*"^^^ry Report, which documented 
the low level of academic achievement of American students." 
on researchers focus more attention 

» than students, "expenditures in education will be 
ZSft^liT?^ ^""^^P to schools, and from there to ex- 
SfiS ST^ L- """"""r "a^an* for teacher training, with a ne- 
gleet of funding educational activities outside schools, or of giving 

fSjff * " V*"*'*'*'' to in^t <«»>ong with the child's 

inT"4Mi^"'* ^^^V educational activity of their choos- 
mg. Coleman recommends that the next administration ivJress 




^^i^^^^i^^'^mir 

>leA JlS^li'&.i!^ Ewluation of Eductiond Achit».m«.t (lEA). Scunct 
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this problem by restoring the Department's investment in educa- 
tional R&D, including research on activities that take place outside 
the school 

Mission 

Mission is generally construed as an organization's statement of 

Burpose. On the subject of mission, Gordon M. Ambach, Executive 
(irector of the Council of Qiief State School Officers, expressed the 
view that the federal educational res ea rch bureaucracy is frag- 
mented because it lacks a mission oriented research agenda. To 
remedy this situation, Ambach recommended the goal of 100 pei^ 
cent high school graduation by the year 2000. In addition Ambach 
believes that educational RftD should be directed towards im- 
proved policy and practice, i.e., it should emphasise applied re- 
search. In order to sustain this mission, Ambach recommends that 
educational researchers be held accountable by making them dem- 
onstrate that their research has resulted in improved practice. 

Susan Fuhrman, Director of the Center for Policy Research in 
Education, questioned whether the goal of a 100 percent high 
schooi graduation rate would actually improve the quality of educa- 
tion: 

We could have people going Uirough tiiree yean in math and science and not nec- 
esMuily addreas what they're learning in math and ecienoe, particularly with our 
current level of aaaeMinent and testing. So, we could have a 100 percent graduation 
rate with people patting basic skills teat perhaps to graduate and not necessarily 
raiae the level of the workforce to address the problems of th^ 21st century.^* 

Assistant Secretary, Finn provided some background on the cur- 
rent mission statement for U.S, education policy set forth in 
OERI's authorizing legislation, which reads in part as follows: 

The Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United Statca to provide* to 
every peraon an equal opportunity to receive an education ^^high quality (emphasis 
added) regardless of his race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap, national origin, or 
social class. Although the America/i educational qrstem has pursued this objective, 
it has not yet attained that objective. Inequalities of opportunity to receive high 
quality education remain pronounced [20 UAC. 1221(aXl) (1972)]. 

According to Finn, this language was originally part of a mes- 
sage prepared by a White House task force, including himself and 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, that was sent to Congress by President 
Nixon in 1970. Nixon's message advocated the creation of NIE, and 
Congress subsequently included the language in NIE's enabling leg- 
islation. 

There was considerable discussion at the hearing on whether 
OERI has promoted its mission, with some witnesses arguing that 
the labs and centers devote less attention than they should to re- 
search on the education of disadvantaged youth. John E. Hopkins, 
however, believes that the labs and centers' contribution in this 
critical area has been underestimated. When asked what percent of 
his laboratory's activity is devoted to disadvantaged youth, Hopkins 
responded: 



Oversight hMrinfi on the Office of Educational Retearch and Improvement (OERI), Terti- 
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I will t«ll you that at my laboratory the vast m^ority of our effort is devoted to- 
wards at-nsk children, and I would put the figure at my laboratory at 75 or 80 per- 
cent of our effort. *' 

The reason for that is our funds are ro slim that we only work on the highest^ 
priority activities of the peopJe with whom we partner, and their greatest concern is 
the advancement and benefit of at-risk children 

Since that is their concern and our concern, we have no difficulty whatsoever in 
finding williiw partners to work in this area, whether you're talking about field 
studies, whether you're t-iking about development or dissemination, technical aa- 
sisUnce or training, the focus of our work is predominantly on at-risk children.^* 

Since no existing eval»!:;.4i*ns of the labs and centers or field ini- 
tiated studies have addresfjed this question, it is not possible to de- 
termine to what extent federally funded educational R&D has fo- 
cused on disadvantaged youth. 

Structure 
existing system 

Another issue discussed at the hearings was the impact of orga- 
nizational structure on the educational research process. The feder- 
al educational research apparatus consists largelv of a system of re- 
gional educational laboratories, national research and development 
centers, and EMC clearinghouses, which are coordinated by OERI. 
Judi Conrad, Associate Director of the ERIC Clearinghouse on 
K-^*^^'*^ and GiOed Children and Chair of the Council of ERIC 
Directors, believes that the system suffers from fragmentation due 
to the absence of sufficient coordination at the national level. Frag- 
mentation within the system of labs, centers, and clearinghouses is 
compounded bv a lack of coordination among the state and local 
educational R&D agencies and private educational efforts.** Lack 
of coordination within the ERIC system, in particular, has created 
a multiplicity of databases that are fraught with duplication. 

Susan Fuhrman, who represented the American Educational Re- 
search Association's Oivanization of Research. Centers at the hear- 
ings, descnbed the goal of national centers as "mission-oriented, 
systemafic, programmatic research.'' Because of their institutional- 
ized settings and long-term contracts, they are ideal vehicles for 
conducting longitudinal research. Fuhrman expressed unhappiness 
with th« Department's newly-created mini-centers, because their 
narrow scope detracts from the broad-based missions associated 
with the larger centers. Fuhrman is also critical of the Depart- 
ment s use of cooperative agreements rather than grants to fund 
the mini-centers, arguing that because of the high degree of De- 
partmental involvement in them, "cooperative agreements hinder 
creation of the stable and predictable environment that centere 
need to accomplish their long-term missions." ^® 

One of the hearing panelists, Christopher T. Cross, chaired a 
Laboratory Review Pfenel (LRP) that was created in 1987 to help 
Assistant Secretary Finn in evaluating the regional labs, with a 
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view towards t!ieir reauthurization in 1991. The LRP critique 
makes the following observations: (1) the missions of the labs as de- 
tailed in their plans are vague; (2) the methods by which the labs 
have determined their priorities are also unclear; (3) ''with and 
through'* strategy for servicing state education agencies needs fur- 
ther examination; (4) whether the labs should be proactive or reac- 
tive needs to be determined; (5) there appears to be little collabora- 
tion between the labs and other Departmental programs; (6) there 
is little collaboration among labs; (7) the labs provide few services 
to non-pubUc schiwls; (8) the labs are subject to "over-regulation" 
and excessive reporting requirements from OERI; (9) the labs* fund- 
ing mechanisms vary widely and need to be evaluated; (10) there 
are organizational and financial problems associated with the lon- 
gevity of the labs; (11) the I^P is concerned about service strate- 
gies, finencing and aspirations of three newer labs.*^^ 

The LRFs report includes the following recommendations for the 
Department: making programmatic realities more compatible with 
contractual requirements; eliminating long procedural delays in 
the Contracts Office; examining the labs' financial arrangements, 
including the use of fees to ofhet costs; making paperwork more 
relevant; examining the "with and through'' strategy; examining 
the process of needs assessment; ensuring that OERI provides more 
cooitlination; examining the performance of the labs from the view- 
point of the field recipient.*' 

John Hopkins believes that the restructuring of OERI in 1985 ef- 
fectively politicized its operations and that Congress should consid* 
er restoring the autonomy of OERI» just as it has done for the 
Center for Education Stetistics in the recently enacted School Im- 
provement Act of 1987. However, he also believes that prior to re- 
authorization, Congress should fund a commission such ^ ihe Mo- 
tional Academy of Education or the National Acade*:ay of Science 
to "study new institutional arrangements for conducting education- 
al R&D." Following authorization of the 8truc(ure(s)» the Sub- 
committee should adopt a supportive rather than combative over- 
sight role. 

As part of this recommendation, Hopkins advocates the creation 
of a half dozen national laboratories modeled after the Argonne 
and Brookhaven labs that would undertake long-term research on 
entire problem areas. These labs would supplement rather than 
supplant the regional labs. 

AFT President Albert Shanker agrees that politicization of OERI 
has hampered systematic educational research. However, he be- 
lieves that this problem is not unique to the present administra- 
tion: 

This peripatetic and politicized dance of prioritiee in educational reaearch is not 
exclusive to the present Administration of the Department of Education and OERI, 



Ovtnif ht hMringi on the OfTke of Educational Re rch and Improvement [DERI]. State- 
ment of Christopher T Craee. April 21. 1988 

Ovenicht hearinn on the OfTke of Educational Reeearch and Improvement [DERI]. State- 
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thmigh it may be more extreme. It has been a problem at least since the creation of 
NIE, the forerunner of OERI, and has persisted despite varioua reoi^anizations.** 

Elsewhere Shanker says: 

rxJ^f^^^ ^ federal education reaearch effort as incarnated by NIE and 
OERI haa been a short, troubled, and turbulent one. It has been marked by a surfeit 
of politics, short-term thinking, a declining budget and declining confidence, and 
much demoralization. There is tragedy in that, not only becauae the piomiae was so 
great but becauae so much good work has indeed been produced.** 

Given that these problems have persisted despite changing insti* 
tutional arrangements, Shanker does not recommend yet another 
reorganization. Rather, he advocates reconsideration of the basic 
pedagogical paradi|[m which has provided the basis for educational 
practice since the mception of public schools in the United States. 
This paradigm drives a research agenda that seeks incremental im- 
provement rather than wholesale change. 

In Shanker's view, unwillingness on the part of both researchers 
and practitioners to embrace new models is unique to education: 

In any other field, for example, conflicting results or ambiguity signsJs a new 
point of departure, a redoubling of efforts. In education, it frequently spells the end 
of support for a line of reaearch, a budget cut— or, at the very least, an occasion for 
ridicule . . . I know of no other fielda save education whose structure, technology 
and baaic ways of operaUng (and problema) have remained unchanged for over 150 
yeare.** 

Shanker proposes a commission to studv the problems associated 
mth educational research and to undertake a comparative analysis 
of how other federal R&D agencies conduct research in their re- 
spective fields. While he is not optimistic that the educational 
svstem will be transformed in the foreseeable future, he believes 
that a careful examination of the role of the federal government in 
educational research will substantiate his claim that the existing 
model is inadequate. 

PiuoRrnBS 

• ^J^S!^ Chelimsky expressed concern about a fundamental shift 
in OERI s reeearch priorities, which was documented in the GAO 
report. Education Information: 

First, not only was leas information produced: we also found changes in priorities. 
^'^J^^tkmal Institute of Education's portfolio of activitiea, there was a shift 
away nnom new data production to aerviceoriented activities, such aa dissemination 
^ ^}^JSr}!SL^'^'"'^ ^ witneaaea in civil righU caaea. Siity -five per- 
cent of NIE a 1980 awjsrds were for new daU collection, but only 11 percent of the 
^ swarda were dedicated to this Ainction. In our view, this shift was so dramatic 
that the availability of up>t<Hlate information to diaaeminate to teachers and other 
practitionera may be aerioualy jeopanUaed.*^ 

While some of the shift in priorities can be explained by reduc- 
tions in both the number and amount of research awaros, some of 
it is attributable to management turnover during the 1980*8. For 
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example, research in the area of higher order thinking skills, was 
abandoaed because: "Despite a 3-year effort to develop research 
proposals in this area— an effort that resulted in 30 proposals being 
ncommended for funding by panels of experts— no awards were 
made. A chan^ in directors had meant that this was no longer 
seen as a priority area." ^ ^ , ^w«t» 

James Coleman also expressed unhappiness with OEWs prior- 
ities. Coleman believes that educational research is skewed in favor 
of the producers of education, namely teachers, rather than to- 
wards children, who are the real consumers of education. Coleman 
commented that unless the direction of educational research is 
changed, . . The weight of expenditures of the Department of 
Education will be focused on matters of interest to the producers: 
expenditures on research will be weighted on research on scAoofa 
and ieachen, to the neglect of the study of children's learning (or 
not learning) outside school." Coleman recommends that Con- 
gress redefme the Department's mission to encompass learning 
both in and out of school. r j i 

P. Michael Timpane, on the other hand, believes that the fecteral 
government has done a good job of identifying its educational re- 
search agenda. He cites literacy and reading, effective schools, bi- 
lingual education and school finance as areas in which it has 
achieved significant progress. Timpane recommends education of 
disadvantaged Americans, teaching and school reform, and learn- 
ing as the most important priorities for educational research m the 

'^"iSary Hatwood Futrell, President of the National Education As- 
sociation, does not share this sanguine assessment. Furthermore, 
she believes that the Subcommittee poses the wrong Question when 
it asks whether the nation's research agenda reflects America s key 
education priorities: "A more fundamental question is whether 
America's education priorities reflect the conclusions of education- 
al research." In her view the nation's educational re«earch 
agenda has suffered because teachers are excluded from the reform 

Erocess and because the process has been overly politiciz^. Futrell 
elieves that the problem of politidzation can be corrected by strik- 
ing a balance between field-initiated and Department-sponsored re- 
search. She also advocates research that evaluates existing educa- 
tional reforms; that is applied rather than basic; and that empha- 
sizes curriculum, cognitive theory, and the needs of "at-risk stu- 
dents. , „ ^ I 

Howard University Professor Faustine Jones-Wilson s recommen- 
dations for educational research include more research on: effective 
teachers, principals and staff; evaluation and monitoring; network- 
ing among teacners, students, parents and administrators; curricu- 
lum; class size, grouping and class scheduling; parental volunteers; 
standardized testing; high school woric-study; and educational phi- 
lanthropy. 

Ovenifht hMrinp on the Office of Educational Reaearch and Improvement (OERll SUte- 
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Nathaniel Semple of CED argues for research that explores the 
economic returns on education. He also listed several programmat- 
ic areas that warrant improved data collection and analysis: com- 
parative data on educational achievement; adult learning deficien- 
cies; employment readiness; international comparisons of educa- 
tional achievement; and educational technology."' 

DiSSBMINATION 

The GAO report on Education Information documented an in- 
crea'^ed emphans on dissemination of research findings at the ex- 
pense of new data collection efforts. Nevertheless, experts both 
inside and outside of the Department remain dissatisfied with the 
results of the effort to translate promising research into improved 
practice. In a recent article, Assistant Secretary Finn commented, 
lAjB of yet, much potentially valuable research information has 
made little impact on schools and classrooms. Perhaps this is be- 
cause we have yet to come up with effective methods of translating 
research findings into forms that practitioners can use." Faus- 
tine Jones-Wilson is particularly concerned about the lack of imple- 
mentation of promising research findings developed under a whole 
host of programs for disadvanta«»d youth. Research results from 
the Perry Preschool, Head Start, Title 1, Chapter 1, Job Corps, and 
effective schools programs have been available for years. Yet, com- 
ments Jones-Wilson: 

iverage third grade teacher or average fifth grade teacher 
* " • * . * ^ rewarch has uncoverad. and the reaearchen in general do 
not go into tlw clawmmw of our Nation to work with the teacheiB, ao what we need 
?}^^ " "rticulation between the reaearchen and the infoT,tation that 
tney uncover, and the periona who are on the firing line who are suppoeed j imple- 
ment thoae program!.*^ 

In order to remedv this situation, Judi Conrad believes that a 
National Education Information Dissemination Policy is required. 
She also stated that: 

^ISHIf T®"!** ^ effected through a coordinating entity charged 

Jkil'^SP??**'''*^ for tracking the national RD&D efforta. analyzing the impacta of 
iS^««nIi":i22;"II"lf**'?* "r^i*" P-nicipanta. and otherwiae promoting 

fore M '•■••"Jh* development, and diaaemination aa vital to the national weT 

RiSBARCH MrnioDS 

At the OEW hearings, Charles Wallgren represented High/Scope 
lulucational Research Foundation, one of the most respected insti- 
Uitions in the field of early childhood education and research. 
Wallgren related that High/Scope Foundation was created in 1970 
tarEtevid P. Weikart to continue the work of the Perry Preschool 
Program and has received funding from both the federal govern- 
ment and private foundations. 
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. To demonstrate its success in the area of early childhood inter- 
vention, Wallgren pointed to the re^ulia of a recent follow-up study 
of the Perry Preschool Program, which began in 1962. This study 
has revealed lower dropout rates, higher employment rates, fewer 
arrests and lower teenage birth rates among those who participat- 
ed in the program. In addition a rigorous cost-benefit analvsis dem- 
onstrated considerable taxpayer benefits in the form of reduced 
welfare payments and crime costs, as well as higher tax revenues 
gamerea from program imrticipantB. 

Wallgren provided the following description of High/Scope's 
model of longitudinal research; (1) research phase, consisting of ex- 
perimentation at the local level; (2) development ohase, consisting 
of curriculum development and tmcher training; (3) demonstration 
phase, co.isi8ting of a single teet at the local level; (4) dissemination 
phase, consisting of field testing at a number of sites; (5) implemen- 
tation phase, consisting of regional implementation; (6) public 
policy phase, consisting of institutionalization of program at state 
and/or federal levels in consultation with corporate decision- 
makers. 

Wallgren explained that the Perry Preschool Program was a suc- 
cess because it was based on solid research and developed a consist- 
ently positive sot of findings, including a cost benefit analjrsis that 
provided useful information to decision-makers. Another reason for 
High/Scope's success has been the commitment of top level man- 
agement and personnel policies which have encouraged staff to 
stay with the organization. 

Michael Kaplan, who is Director of Basic Research at the U.S. 
Army Research Institute, described the R&D model employed bv 
the Institute's training research laboratory which includes the fol- 
lowing phases: (1) basic research; (2) exploratory development; (3) 
advanced development; (4) engineering or program development. In 
response to questions, Mr. Kaplan advised that his office has let: 

. . . MiTM 60 research contrade, of which 80 percent have come to us from univer 
■ities. We are approached by university scientists and others in very much the same 
way that the National Institutes of Health and the National Science Foundation are 
approached, and we review these proposals that we receive in an appropriate way 
for merit aiid for ultimate relationship to the applied programs that my institute 
has to deal with.*' 

Mr. Kaplan noted that training techniques developed by the 
Army Research Institute have been employed in a variety of set- 
tings, including General Motors and the State of North Carolina, 
and that the duration of its contracts is typically three years. 

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), an- 
other nonprofit corporation specializing in longitudinal research, 
was represented at the hearings by James Hvman, Vice President 
for External Affairs. According to Hyman, MDRC was established 
in 1974 bv the Ford Foundation and the federal government to un- 
dertake demonstration research on voluntary education and train- 
ing interventions for AFDC recipients. Since then it had under- 
taken social demonstrations of a number of different government- 
sponsored employment programs. Hyman believes that social dem- 
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onstrations are useful in determining which programs "work." He 

f^r^tSif.^r!S7"*?- " Proiram model that iJ 

♦rii? " specified duration and subjected to rigouous evalua- 
^!^Jft ^y*"" acceptable follow-up period, the im- 

pacts It has had on its participants."" 

JhJtim^a}^^^^^ demonstrations are most useful when: the 
^ problems are not already known; the problem has as- 
Stfm l.'^f^ "rP?"**"*?: the need for information about the 
proWem and its 8olution(s) is critical; and there are only limited re- 

!SfTHJ^^?'*.> ^^J"" P"**'*™- Other 4iuisite8 of 
useful demonatrations include: a solid research base; clearly specifi- 
able and testable propositions; the demonstration must be praSica- 
oSrSril ^ ««'«=ted; technical and 

SS^^t^ available to site operators; and the 

demonstration must be carefully monitored 

tesToiSS^JIl! feasibility of usiiig demonstration research to 
education programs. Hyman believes that ethics is a 
kS^Jm-^ educators may object to withholding the 

Promifltng programs from children in control grSups 
«tS3 L l"^tlL^ the jong-term nature of educational foHow-S 

SSJ;rnii3';*'^'*^-J^^/" ^^^^^ "t*^** demonstration r^ 
search, properly applied and managed, can be a valuable tool for 

P"«r"™ development in education. It allows for the for- 
r k1 K ^^"^ u**** i'nP'en'entation and design of programs 
on the basu of approaches proven effective as oppos^ to ippKjid^ 
es merely deemed to be good ideas." " -Hirwicn 



IV. SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 

fJr«rp5.n ?!, educational research within the 

federal R&D ertablwhment, it will be necessary to make a strong 
case for addition^ ftindin| and changes in pblicy. GAO reporti 
s^I^ImWI*^ thefunding cuts OERI/KlElias expeSed 
M^^^^i wu**^**"? '? and Quality of e<Aicational 

mfonnation that these cuts have produced. Another GAO report 
documents unacoeptably high iwUonal dropout rates and the cons^ 
2v?i2*i ? *? f^H«t» f«>» high Jchool. Repoii p^JS5 
Eh^L^iT^roPfL^^"^ E>«l»«ation of Educational 

Achievement (lEA) document the mediocre performance of Ameri- 
SSIIJSSo "»*e™«*»®2f' and suggest that the problem is 
S3?^?;-\5r***"" nonprofit oigaiuxationa have produced reports 
evaluatmg the bucomb of federally-sponsored programs for (firad- 
>n«>.«diiig Head Start and JOtf START. The Jour- 
^i^i, ^A^^**^^*^ i*" Summer, 1985 issue to effective 
niSn^SJ I '^^'^'^^ y?!?*'- ^""'•y* *he Rand Coiporation 
m^ ^Ti" ^entifies the kinds of policies wfidch are 

ments follows *" effective schools. A summary of these docu- 

fi^D^nding: The Department of Education in Perspective, GAO, 

♦hr*.?-i!2?h^"'7' Accountinjg Office (GAO) report documents 
2i*i '^^S^"**!?* of "ducational R&D relative to other depart- 
H^if {^fi*^- government It reveals signified tdei 

Inf *^LS?***"*,Si5.*'"P""2n*' R*D in both currentind constant 
cHnL"i?te"i^ documents substantS T 

n evaluations undertaken by most Ex- 

34^ iS.5^-i»i?f^i55*" Education, whicli declined 

o4% in constant dollan between 1980 and 1984."» 

^u«r<wn h^rmation: Changes injiinds and Priorities Have Af- 
. fected Production and Quality, GAO, 1987. 

8iiS£jSli°JI?5S? the/ederal government's role in 

o?^^«^n^"i?'***"^ research and development and monitoring 
?q«TT? fu****'.*'^!"'?^ aenously neglected between 1980 and 
l-drinfH..?Sl' J*^'?*"? "* S."*'*^ ' '*"P«* of education was 
If^^ riS*" dramatic turnover. For example. NIE had a total of 
seven airectors between 1980 and 1986, and at ikast sixteen pSwS 
period ^ positions during that 
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. The 'quality of educational R&D has suffered also. GAO found 
that the Common Core of Data (CCD), an information reporting 
mtem maintained by the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES), deteriorated markedly. For example, the Digest of Educa- 
tion Stati$tic8 published by NCES and based upon data from the 
CCD, is outof«date and inaccurate. 

It is evident from this GAO report that much of what was funded 
was already mandated by legislation, while studies that were not 
specifically required by law, such as a long-term evalu«^ion of the 
impact of the Eiducation for the Handicapped Act, were terminated. 

School Dropouts: The Extent and Nature of the Problem, GAO, 1986 

At the request of Education and Labor Committee Chairman 
Hawkins and Representatives Goodling and Hayee» the GAO pro- 
duced a report on high school dropouts in the United States in 
1986. This report analysed data from the Current Population 
Survey (CPS), a monthly surv^ of the U.S. population sponsored 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and conducted by the Bureau of 
the Census. It also reviewed analyses of two ongoing national longi- 
tudinal surveys— High School and Beyond (sponsored by the De- 

Crtment of Education) and the National Longitudinal Surveys of 
bor Market Experience (sponsored by the Department of Labor). 
CPS data show that although the percentage of high school grad- 
uates has more than doubled in the past 40 years (and the percent* 
e of college graduates more than tripled), it cannot be inferred 
that the graduates' educational achievements have remained the 
same. In fact, there is evidence that in the late 1960's and in the 
1970'8, there was considerable decline in high school students' 
achievements.^^ 

One of the national longitudinal surveys show that the dropout 
rate for youth from households with low-income, low-skill wage 
earners and limited educational backgrounds was about three 
times the rate of those from the highest end of the socio-economic 
scale.'* 

Additionally, GAO is concerned about the high dropout rate 
among minority youth: "While the data we reviewed show that 
youth are far more likely to complete high school today than 20 

ears ago, the proportions of dropouts, especially poor youth and 

lacks and Hispanics* in an issue warranting the attention of the 
education community." '* 

The economic consequences of dropping out are profound. For ex- 
ample, according to CPS data for October 1985, about 1 in 4 drop- 
outs ages 16-24 were unemployed, compared with about 1 in 10 
high school graduates who were not enrolled in school.^ ^ 
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*" ^^nteen Countries: A Preliminary Report 

EvSiE i?^.i""^-^^^5 the International Aaaociation for the 
Svemrnt ofl"'!!*'?"'- Achievement (lEA) tested the scien^ 
acnievement of students in some seventeen countries, orimarilv 
from among industrialized nations in the free world S tSto 

Sfe'^'^r**' ^ fourteen year olds and t^ 

pleting their final vear of high school. Th^ groups were SimS- 
ed Population 1, 2 and 3 respectively. In PopulSioT 3 aSSSe 
dSS^ teS'^U?'"'^'^ and physii we,* SmiSe^^TSS 
aents taking science courses. Scientific sampling techniaues wer» 

a^eyed"'"" -^"'^^ '^^'^ -pI^nlSdtSe^H" 

Ko^S^S/h?!'„?^ '^P"*'!!?"^ """rt indicate that whUe Japan, 
norea and Hungary (one of only two socialist countries DarticiMt 
ing m the study excelled at the elementary lev3"KndUnd tlo 

PoilSri irvlT'ffs'5"5 ""^ sSgapoie'^SJiutd'at tte 
auTc^^e Is For I?«J^;S: the other hand, did poorly at 

ScoiS Slow tht '^'*'i*'fu'''^^* nwyority of schools in the U.S. 
t^rexSted i^ bi?l^ of the lowest scoring schools in countri^ 
excelled in biology and physics. Among the nations surveved 
only schools located in Italy performed woSe than U &SS!"' 

^rriculum: Assessing U.S. School Mathemat- 
^ fr°'^^'' International Perspective, International SsodaSn 
for the Evaluation of Educatiowl AchievemSit; iSs? 

.vJ''*J-"****"** ^ science tests parallel those of mathemat. 
^«^>«);?™ent . teste soonsored by iffi In 198ras p?rt of tht 
Second International Mathematics Study. These teste m.n^Pv^H 
ti?n^ B """Si^^^ ^^^^ asXuSnt^^dS^ 

?f ?he'pSrfiXdiiU*Tt? ~ri"^^ the UsXlTe 

* j^u""?"^ ™ "tudy. which were published in a 

sXmaSSJtlS..*'* Foundation^^lS87."are" 

cludS"'i„°*JSi"p **l^N«he8t scores in the five subject areas in- 
bJ^h!?!^ Population A test-arithmetic, algebra. Keometrv 
statotics and measurement. By contrast U.S. students ^rfoS at 

Son^'Tri E«*^^™Af •°"rfe"^^'«» «" subject «ceTJS?^ti? 
II U-S- eighth gradere performed worae that 

Su^Mt^^S^i^'LSe?"'"^^^^^^ 

tion of h«h school studente enrolled in matLmatics couri?^Sd 

S^rSf whoJL^r~f r'^i"* 8tudento.~ss^h^2 

percent of whom take calculus. Experte were also conwrned about 
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the slov; pace of mathematics instruction in the UJS. In thi^ 'J.S. 
grade schoolB mathematics is dominated by arithmetic instru. ^n 
and high school mathematics by algebra instruction. In Japan by 
contrast, the mathematics curriculum is dominated by algebra at 
the eighth grade level and calculus at the twelfth grade level. 

To correct these deficiencies, the report recommends a funda- 
mental revision of U.S. mathematics curriculum, including: elimi- 
nation of excessive repetition of topics; broadening of the curricu- 
lum in junior high school with topics in geometry, probability and 
statistics, as well as algebra; increasing the proportion of studmts 
enrolled in advanced mathematics; incorporation of curriculum 
changes into mathematics textbooks; and professionalization of the 
mathematics teaching career.^* 

Changed Lives: The Effects of the Perry Preschool Program On 
Youths Through Age 19, High/Scope Educational Research 
Foundation, 1984. 
Probably one of the most successful nonprofit corporations to in- 
fluence government education policy in recent years is the High/ 
Scope Educational Research Foundation, which evaluated the 
Perry Pre-Sclu)ol Program implemented by the school district of 
Ypsilanti, Michigan between 1962 and 1967. The Perry Preschool 
Program was premised on the assumption that early childhood 
intervention could improve the intelligence, aptitude and academic 

Krformance of disadvantaged youth. Though this assumption has 
en challenged time and again by critics of the Perry Preschool 
Program and the nationwise Head Start program that it helped to 
spawn, this recently published longitudinal study of the efTects of 
the Perry Preschool Program on participants through age 19, indi- 
cates that the impact was substantial. Not only did the program 
have a positive immediate impact on participant IQ levels, it dem- 
onstrated significant long-term impacts in the areas of education, 
employment and social responsibility.^^ 

Launching JOBSTARZ MDRC, 1987. 

Another nonprofit corporation with proven expertise in the field 
of demonstration research is the Manpower Demonstration Re- 
search Corporation (MDRC), which has undertaken a number of 
key social demonstrations since its formation in 1974. At that time 
MDRC was commissioned by the federal government with financ- 
ing from the Ford Foundation to study the effects of supports 
work initiatives [voluntary work for welfare recipients]. More re- 
cently MDRC was commissioned by the Labor Department to 
evaluate the results of providing job training and remedial educa- 
tion to high school dropouts under Title IIA of the Job Training 
Paitnership Act of 1982 (JTPA) in a demonstration called JOB- 
START. The target populatk>n consists of over one thousand eco- 
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nomically disadvantaged high school dropouts between the ages of 
17 and 21, who demonstrate below eighth grade reading levels.^* 

TTie Journal of Negro Education, Summer, 1985. 

This journal devoted its Summer, 1985 issue to a discussion of 
||efrective schools,'' a term that connotes those urban schools that 
can efTectively teach youngsters who have been categorized as 'un- 
derprivilemd,' 'disadvantaged,' or 'underachievers.' " ^» 

One of the contributors, Wilbur B. Brookover, comments that the 
perception of minority schools as somehow ineflective is a function 
of the ethnooentricism of our society, which encourages whites to 
brand as inferior any groups that fail to perform satisfactorily on 
IQ tests and norm referenced achievement tests. Bro^over asserts 
that Uie notion "inefTective schools" is itself a biased concept em- 
ployed by the dominant culture in order to reinforce racial stereo- 
types. Racial stereotyping has replaced overt segregation as a 
means of denying equality of educational opportunity to minority 
students.*^ 

Barbara Sizemore, author of, "Pitfalls and Promises of Effective 
Schools Research," was one of three researchers w:io undertook a 
study funded by NIE in 1980 to determine why three high achiev- 
ing predominantly black public elementary schools in Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania, had defeatcn the common stereotype that blacks are 
intellectuallpr inferior and culturally deprived, and that their 
schools are inefficient underfunded and ineffective.* » The findings, 
which were published in An Abashing Anomaly, identify the suc- 
cess of these schools.*' 

Some educational researchers believe that the goals of the effec- 
tive schools movement and those of the school reform movement 
are mherently antithetkal. Beverly Caffiee Glenn shows that many 
advocates of school reform think that equality of educational op- 
portunity and getting a quality education are mutuaUy exclusive 
goals.'* 

While many educational researchers devote their eneiigies to the 
question of how the schools can better address the needs of disad- 
vantaged youth, E. Gnanar^ Moses, in his ''Advantages of Being 
Disadvantaged: A Paradox," argues that gifted children can often 
surmount and even benefit from the hardships of a disadvantaged 
background. Moses asserts that poverty-stricken children are en- 
couraged to become more self reliant and creative because they 
lack the material advantages of other youth. Poverty itself acts as 
a motivator in these children.*^ 
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SUady Work Micy, Practice and the Reform of American Educa- 
tion, RAND Corporation, 1988. 

The authors draw central leesona from recent attempts to reform 
tchools through the use of public policy. They high-light the fact 
that mistakes of (wst public policy making can be remedied by 
gtrengbtening the connection between policy makers and practi- 
Uooen. 

Reviewing the history of federal educational reform efforts since 
the 1960's, the authors give policy makers a mixed report card. 
Studies evaluating some of these initiatives indicate that they were 
most succeasftil when they adopted a ''problem solving'' approach 
in using federal money, and were locally based, relying on local 
personnel to administer and develop new programs. The authors 
.^on'^^ude that policy makers should be sensitive to the needs of 
practitioners, . . using policy less to mandate resource allocation, 
structures and rules, and more to initiate development It means 
amuniasioning people to work in real schools to fashion workable 
solutions to real problems, allowing those solutions the opportunity 
to fail and the time to succeed." 



Rkhard F Elmort and Milbray W. McUughlin. SUady Work. Muy. Practice and the 
gfyrm ofAmenean Bducatton (RAND CorponiUon. 1988): 61. 



APPENDIX A 



Tov^Asos A VrrAL Mooipication or OERI to Maumizb Insulation Fiom Paktiban 
iNmpiUNCs AND ExiscuTivB Abusb 

The foHow ing ducunion exsminet the poMibilitv of placing an educational re- 
eearch, development and diswmination function within a new adminiitrative and 
policy-making context 

rSIUMINABY ANALYSIS 

Over a half a century of federal involvement in educational reeearch has taught 
U8 that there are a few aignifkant ingredienta neoewry for a suooeasful educational 
reeearch enterpriae to flourish. One neoeaMiy. element k bitMMl bipartiaan agrae- 
ment as to goals of educational reaearch, goala which are also sharad 1^ the educa- 
tional community. A second component ia an administrative atructure that enablea 
the executive branch to translate that oonsenaus into effective pragrama. A third 
factor la a grouo of capable administratorB, "educatioiial research managen," who 
underptand Uw limita aa well as Uie potential of educational raaeareh, and ate able 
to articulate the needs of the relevant pnyrama to Gongiess. It hae been well docu- 
inented eiaewhere that those ingredienU have not alvrays been pnoent at any one 
tune."" In order to place OERI on a aound footing it vrill be important to learn from 
past mtttakes and focui on how to carefully rebuild an agency deaperately in need 
of stability, one that will be able to plan ahead to face the tremendoua challenges of 
the next century. 

A short review of the recent histonr of federal involvement in educational re- 
eearch reyeala that it waa the intent of Congress fiom the beginning to create a de- 
pohticiied educational research agem^. The Director of the Inatitute was to be ee- 
lected by the President and oonflrmed by the Senate. Additionally, a 15-n|ember ad- 
^ry^oounol nommated bv the Preaident and confirmed with tKe advice and con- 
aent of the Smato. wax authoriied to aet polipy as well as review the conduct of the 
!SSL^^^f' The eyly hiatory of the board was a troubled one. The Secretary of 
Hew was mtore^ in unposug his imprimatur on the board, and the nominating 
process am fraught with conflict and delay. The stakea for membership to the bo^rd 
were higher than most such entities as it waa policy-making and subsequent ap- 
pointments brought into play tiie preferences and pressures of tiie SecnHaiy, Uie 
Assistant Secretary, the NIE director, education interest groups, the White House 
personiiel ofnoe and Congress. Whereas Congress intended to create a repreaente* 
tive My, the reality was somewhat different It was difficult, for example, to term 
the flrst NCEr as 'repreaentetive" when there was no rroreeentetion from the two 
national teacher associations, the foundation community. Chief Stete School Officen 
and Stete Boards of Education. Put of tiie failure of NiE to make ite caae before 
Congress can be partly attributed to NCER*s inabiUty to aecure the si*pport of the 
wider educatkmai community. 

Although NIE was reoiganiasd in 1S86 partiy in reaponae to some of the difficul* 
ties experienced Iqr the ageiu^. ite successors, tiie Office of Educational Reeearch 
and Improvement (OERI^ added a new set of difficulties without solving some of tiie 
basM; strudtural problems noted above. The amendmente propossd by the adminia- 
tration and approved Inr the 99tii Congress tiieoretically enabled tiie coordinated col- 
lection and dissemination of reeearch date and reporte placing all educational 
research and development and related activitiea into one oflice. However, the price 
of this new efficiency of operations was high. By granting ao much authonty to the 



&T?^%^r Wfinw. and D. Wolf, ^wanuiiut an Anarchy: Belief, Bureauem and Mitka 
in the Nation^ [f^^^f^J^ ^ Bducaium (Cliki«o. Dnivenaty of Chicago Prem, 1978) and R Dtr- 
•hoiiMr The ndtral Oovemment and Educational RAD., (Uxinston. Uxinxton Books. 1976) 
Sproull ot al.. 86. 
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AMtant S0creUry, it pditicind the Office of Educational Research even further 
and reduced the only poisible counterweight to the Aiaiatant SecreUry's power, 
NCER, to adviniy rather than a policy-making tUtus. 
IIm effKta of centralising ao much power in the hande of one penon were quickly 
SSSiP example, the newty reauthoriied Center for EducaUonal SU- 

tinoi (CEBi waa criticiMd for not producing reliable and impartial ttatistical infor 
natioaiand thie led the prettigiouf National Academy of Scienoea (NAS) to conclude 
to a 1M6 rapoft that unkM there were "wide-ranging actione to change both the 
uaap and reality of the Center, we are unanimoua in our conviction uiat aerioua 
c c n w dnr a tinn ahould be given to abolishing the Center and finding other roeani to 
obtain and dianroinate the education data.^ SubaequenUy, the lOOth Congiw en- 
donad th» NAS recommendation that the center be given quaai-independent tUtua 
withia the Mpaitment of Education. Similar oonoema ai to OERI's niaceptibiliw to 
poKitkal preawns, have informed the writing of this leport. 

Hie Subcommittee hearingi ezraed another eat of weakneaMa: the reaeaich 
egmcra inabilitv to coordinate with other relevant federal officea performing perti* 
aiat adttcationa) reaearch and OERI'a lack of support for long-term reaeaich. fheoe 
latter proUema, although more endemic to the biiiincss of federal educational re- 
Much poUqr-maklng rather than directly due to the recent reorganisation, remain 
to be aatioMsly addrswed. Prior efforta to deal with the queatioiia of how to incieaae 
mrdin^ aucfa aa the Fedm! Jnteracencr Committee on Education (FICE), cre- 
ated under the proviaiona of the Education Organtetion Act of 1979, have not met 
with great auooess.** Currently, repreaentetivea of twehre Mendea or departments 
nest no more than four timea a year, and work thrm«h aubcommitteeo that meet 



^fJP^^^ **S!H5 <^^PP«W concema. lliroi^ these subcommittees 

«M the ftill committee, FICE studies and recommends cooidinated federal educa- 
tional eflorta to ensure: omsistent administrattve polidss; elfectiva interMency com- 
munication to avoid duplication: and coordination of similar pragrama to improve 
effidenpy and service delivery. Alter eight yews of ftinctioning, die realktic capac- 
itf of aucfa an interagency group to bring about meaningftil change ia open to quea- 
tton. To ate just one eiample of the ongoing problems, the Department of Educa* 
*" "?5!f SKS**?^.*'*^^"'***^*^ "> overlap in subject^rea 

Kope ^"[iwEIUC deannghouaes, administered through OEM. Tliese clearinghousea 
do not coordinate their informationai dissemination activities and do not even share 
mgonsation wstems.*© The waste of resources seems even more dramatic when it 
is considered that the military spends five times more than the civilian sector on 
mintional technology and none of that information is disseminated throu^ the 
ERIC vystem.*' 

ftOfOSAL POa AN INOIPBNDINT EDUCATIONAL RMUaCH, DBVaU)n»NT, AND 
DUSnilNATION BOASD 

The foMoing analysis indicates that in order to foster a healthy educational re- 
.S*^*'**P™*"*« oiMomination system, the agency charnd with that re- 
•ponoibility requires a signiAcant degree of insulation from partuan interference. 
Once the office is insulated from the nartisan pressures that mevitably come when 
the agency is located too cloae to the Secretary^ Office, the researeh mtiducto of the 
agency can be provided greater legitimacy and credibUity. NASA, Nffl and NSF- 
Uie federal reaearch agencies that have been more aucoeasful in attracting fuderal 
niiids comensurate with the importance of their reaearch activiUea— all share ad- 
mmistra*^^^^ mechanisms that allow research goab to be planned on a kmg-term 
Mns. Additionally, because key stakeholdera are given a role in helping to ahape 
poliGv either through an advisory board structure (as is the case of the NaUonal In- 
sUtutes of Health) or through a governing board (as is the case of NASA and the 

!! S?!!* ¥ ^^E^^"^ "School ImprovMiMnt Act of 1987;' 97. 

Public Uw 96-89, DmrtHMnt of Bducation Oifanintioa Ari of 1979. 

Ibi^S^^^'^?^ CkwrtaghouM forTO^^ r Educetioii of the HendkeppMl; and 
Ju ^^"^SrL^'JSSHf? •nd BaployBieiit hi Spedel Edueatkm. which aMermUy 

f;*^?555?T*?*^*^ ^ PSP dfwiiighouee devot«l 4> fUndieapped em! GifUd iBhildren, 
orthe ERIC deariaghouee on Audit, Cereer and Voeatkme Bducation. Nor do« the ERIC clear* 
fefty ^ i ? ?^^ J^ Unfiisitka oorreapood with He Dipartoient of Bducatkm'a Claar- 
in|MUBe on Bilingual Education. 

jy dttd Utumiit^ Septomber, 1988. 27, and taotinioay / Judi Conrad, United 8Ut« Houae of 
5ir^^VlS:?!3?5""i?^ on dalact Edueatkm. 6amittaa on Bducation and Labor. Haar- 
lap on the Omoa of Educational Reaearch and Inpnm raent, April 21, 1968. 117. 
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National Science Foundation), there is the possibUity of greater coonlination Ukina 
place between the repreeenUtive eemciea on the board. 

The National Science Board (NOT), which helpa to set policy for the NaUonal Sci- 
ence FoundaUon, providea one potential model for a reconstituted educational re- 
search advisory councU. The NSB conaiato of 24 public memben choeen from among 
the scientiric, academic, and business conununities and the Director of the NSF, 
^ Tu^^? ^-^^''Rcio member of the Board. NSB memben are appointed by 
the President, with the advice and conaent of the Senate, serve on a partrtime baais 
for ■» year terms. The NaUonal Science Boaid waa established to provide the Na- 
Uonal Scienoe Foundation with a: 

consensus generaUiw body— a bodv which reconcilea the independence of 
science with public demand for accountability in determining prioritise for Fed- 
eral reaearch eipenditures. ... The board'a mi^jor function waa "to maintain 
the integnty of NSF, including ensuring that senior ofTicials are not choeen for 
partisan political reasons, keeping staff accountable, to the eitemal acientific 
community, and ensuring the objectivity of the peer review process.** 
According to Dr. Philip Handler, former NSB Chairman, and until 1981 the Presi- 
dent of the National Academy of Sciences, an important "informal function" of the 

u ^' ^fl^Jf^ ' ' ' ^^^^^ ^ director and his staff from the furious gusto of political 
change. *' 

A new educaUonal researeh, development and diasemination board would aeek to 
combine many of the featuree of the NSB that have helped to preeerve NSPa world- 
renowened mt^ty, aa well as provide an omrtunity for greater coonlination 

"^"ISlSS?*^ '^^ ^ "•^ «^ fate 

as the old NCER and become the victim of Executive Branch delays, Congress 
should prohibit the expenditure of any funds until the new boaid haa been fully 
oonsUtuted. ^ 

The board should be responsible for setting prioriUes, aa well as long-term and 
Short-term goals for the educaUonal reaearch mission. Additional funcUona should 
mclude responsibility for aasessing pee^review competitions, evaluating the re- 
search products, aa well as reviewing appeals hearings. 

Membership, limited to a maximum of 29, could be composed as follows: 

1. Executive membership: the Directon of Research for the DeparUnenU of 
Defense and Labor, Assistant Secretaty for the OfTice of Educational Researeh 
and the Secretary for Education aa well aa the Directon of the National Science 
FoundaUon, NaUonal Institutes of HealUi, Uie National Endowment for the 
Arta, the National Endowment for the Humanitiea (NEH) as well as Uie Librar 
lan of Congreas. 

2. One repreeentoUve from each of the two m^jor national teacher associa- 
tions and one repreeentoUve of a naUonal parento organization. 

3. One repreeentoUve from the Chief Stote School OfTicers, and one from local 
school supenntendent aasodations. 

4. One reprssentoUve from the Foundation community. 

5. Six repreaentoUvee from private industry: two to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent; one appointed by the m^rity and minority leaders of the House and 
Senate. 

6. Remaining representotion to be drawn from the educational ivaearch com- 
munity; one to be appointed by the minority and minority leaden of the Houae 
«u< Senate and Uiree to be appointed by Um Preaident 

7. The Board would be chaired by the Vice Preeident of Uie United Stotes in 
order to accord it the appropriate preatige and stotus. 



Board Sdmce Pdlicy and MenagtnMmt for Uie National Science Foundation. 1968-1980." noon 
for the Subcommittee on Science and Technology. January, 1988 
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APPENDIX B 



Additional Concerns With Ribpict to the Proposed Center por the Eppbchve 
Education op the Disadvantaged 

Many ofthe witnesses mi the April heRring confirmed the need for new initiRtives 
With respect to the educRtion of the disRdvRntRged, rs well ai the urgency of ensur- 
"IL!2** '"^ ptanned new center is poIiUcRlly, HnRnciRlly Rnd intellectURlly well 
plRced to meet the mueive chRllenges fRced by the systems Rnd schools Rttempting 
to serve gtudenta in this CRtegory. BecRuse it is so importRnt for the netion to fund r 
reseerch center UiRt properly Rddressss this eroR rs effectively tm posHible, the de- 
Uils of Rny proposRl should be CRrefiilly developed Rnd scrutinind. Anish to fund r 
hRstily conceDtuRlised RFPmust be svolded. Unfortunetely, the Depertment of Edu- 
?'!T P"iSb?^ RPP which ignores these bRsic principles. The guidelines set 
forth in this RFP eppoRr to hRve been hRstilv conceptuRlized Rnd were published in 
tlRgTRnt oppontMn io the CRrefully developed consensus of experts in this field The 
I^pRrtment of EducRtion should withdraw this RFP untU these experts hRve been 
comlted. The fRiIure to do so will result in the funding of R tRmished new orgRni- 
SRtion which will not hRve the confidence of the education community Rnd will hRve 
little chRnce for long-term survivRl. 

CleRrly, schoob crd Rnd roust mRke r difference in improving the eduCRtiooRl op- 
^^^^^^OT dimdymntM^ children. Indeed, the raseRrch which undergirds the 
effective schmb movement begmk by identifying schools which were successfully 
educRUng sock>«oonomicRlly dIsRdvRntRged chUdren despite the numerous obstRcles 
the schools Rnd die chiMren fRoed in Rocomplishing this mission. ReseRich which 
simply documePU the obstacles to educsUng disRdvRntRged children, without pro- 
viding ^Oc nwestions or RllmiRtives or usRble knoidedge Rbout the success or 

JS iaii^,^^^ ^^JH*"*^.*^ ■ ^^^^ ^ (ynicism which is unwerrant- 
ed in light of this evidenoe Rnd detrimentRl to progress in this eroR 

uJL^Vl ^^^u ^ Effective EdunUon of the DisRdvRntRged should hsve r 
broRd chRige. It should not be bound by the perRmeters which hRve limited the 
other twenty centers; instead it should hRve nuuiimum flexibility to employ new 
operationel RpproRches. 

There should be four distinct phssss in the development of the proposed Center 
S^retT™?*" ) * ^^^^ Congressmen HRwkins Rnd Owens to Assistent 



phase I 



ImmediRtely, independent reseerchers should be invited to submit papera and pro- 
posRis which will help us esUblish parameters, set priorities Rnd ORrrow the focus 
OTO y^'*' ""^ obiectives of r NRtiooRl Center-Uboratory. The present 

KPF Rnd Its releted process should be ebRndoned. 



PHASE II 



The unique resesrch function of this Center should be firmly esUblished. Overlsp 
with existing federally funded educstionRl resesrch on the dissdvRntRged should be 
Rvoided. MRcro-research on the impRCt of school mRORgement; the govemence of 
school systems; the impact of the community environment; the impact of related 
government policies, etc., are subject matters which might be emphasized. 



PHASE 111 



A set of collaborative goals and activities-involving the existing centera and lab- 
nl!^^'^t®" developed in order to maximize the Center^s effectiveness in 
promoting the effective education of disadvantaged children. 
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PHASE IV 

TIm unique and tupplemenUI laboratory function of the new Center ihould be de- 
velopid. Such a function might include launching demonstration projects which en* 
compaM all or parte of urban school systems. 

The Center sixHild be located in Washington, D.C. to underscore its national focus. 
It should^ in time, become a frees t anding, quasi-public organization, in order to pro- 
vids it with a funding base which can improve the likelihood that top scholars, dis- 
ssminators, and policy and program experts may be recruited and maintained and 
which might enhance its ability to fund long-term projecta. 

SUnoe more than two decades of awarding grants in accordance with the conven- 
tional standards and procedures of grantsmanship has failed to produce meaningful 
rssults for the principal targets of the federal legislation*-the disadvantaged— it is 
imperative that the p r o c es s of awarding grants be altered extensively One impor- 
tant modification for consideration in awarding new OERI funds in general and 
grants to assist the disadvantaged in particular is the adoption of new additional 
sUndards for grantee capability: 

PaoposBD CtrmuA For Gbantb Capabiutv 

/. Experience with and expoeure to dieadvan-advantaged §tudent$ 
More than 20% Disadvantaged Student Enrollment 
Presence of an active recruitment program for disadvantaged students 
Evidence of institutionalised amiemic support programs for disadvantaged 
students 

Prior experience working with disadvantaged students in public schools 
Prior experience working with leaders of communities where diMdvantaged 
students reside 

//. Faculty reeearch experience and demonstrated eensitwity 

Evidence of recent commitment of the department and the institution prior to 
applying for grant 

Significant percentage of faculty is of the same background as the disadvan- 
taged group to be served 

Substantial number of education department faculty memben whose areas of 
specialisation are relevant to the problems of the disadvantaged 

A significSi t quantity of relevant papers, books and other products have been 
produced by the faculty 

///. Demonttrated board and executive awareneu and aeneittvity 

Some persons serving on ihd institution's policy board have backgrounds simi- 
lar to the disadvantaged st*'.Jents to be served 

Evidence of recent poli* y decisions and special initiatives which deomonstrate 
concern for the disadvantaged 

Significant percentage of persons with disadvantaged backgrounds in execu- 
tive and middle management positions 

Significant percentage of the overall staff is of the same background as the 
disadvantaged group to be served 

A history of previous involvement of the institution with programs and 
projects which impact favorably on the disadvantaged group to be served 

O 
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